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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The selection of the problem.-- The purpose of this 
study is to analyse plans and suggestions for teacher evalua-
tion which have been used or which have been proposed in the 
literature in an attempt to discover the degree of acceptance 
of measures of competence and methods of applying them. The 
probl em is an outgrowth of the author's work as assistant to 
t he ~ erit-Salary Study Group of the New England School 
Development Council. 
There have been many and varied approaches in attempting 
to meet an expressed need f or much more adequate treatment of 
the area of teacher evaluation and the determination of 
teacher competence. A. s. Barr suggests four categories of 
these approaches such as, 
••• mea sures of qualities commonly associated with teach-
in£ efficiency; measures of the knowledge, skills, and 
attitudes thought essential to teaching e fficiency; 
measurer/of teacher behavior and performance, a nd pupil 
growth • .:!;! 
D. E . Beecher, in his presentation of guiding concepts 
for the appraisal of teacher effectiveness, presents as 
sources of evidence, 11 ••• ( 1) teacher behavior, ( 2) sa tis faction 
i/A. s. Barr , The Measurement of Teaching Ability, Dembar 
Publications, · Inc., Madison, \l'lisconsin, 1 945 . 
J 
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of pupi l needs, (3) pupil teacher relationships, ( 4 ) pupil 
y ' 
reaction ••• " The author believes the essential element in 
all efforts in this area is 11 fairness 11 • He believes that no 
program for determining a teacher's effectiveness can succeed 
unless the people involved are fully convinced that the pro-
gram is fair to all. 
It would seem that the c r ux of the problem is the idea 
of acceptability. The success of any pro gram of evaluation 
for either supervision or salary, depends upon the extent t o 
which the elements of that pro gram are acceptable to those 
concerned with it, i.e., those being evaluated, those doing 
the evaluation, an d school patrons. Therefore, this study 
has e ndeavored to determine the "de gree of acceptabilitytt of 
proposals which have already been advanced, s orne formalize d 
through use in a particular situation and others presented 
for consideration i n the educational literature. The purpose 
has not been to build a rating scale or a check l ist to aid 
in the evaluaticn of teachers. Rather, the concern is with 
the reactions to possible measures and methods of evaluation 
by a wide sampling of teachers, administra t or s , and lay 
persons which may be use d by others to build an instrument. 
Importance of the study. - - Educ ators have attempted with 
varying de grees of success and failure to introduce p rograms 
i/Dwight E. Beecher, The Evaluation of Teach ing, Syracuse 
Universi ty Press, Syracuse, N.Y., 1949, p. 85. 
3 
ror the evaluation of teaching for supervisory purposes as 
well as for relating salary to competence. Evaluation is 
being carried on even in the absence of a formal program. 
Te a ching, by its very nature a personal service, is subject 
t o t he determination of comp etence or effectiveness. Tompkins 
and .Armstrong state, "Teachers are, and always have been, rated 
informally by pupils, supervisors, administrators, parents of y 
pupils, lay citizens, fellow teachers. 11 P. J. Misner, writing 
of the teacher rating program in Glencoe, Illinois, puts the 
thought in these words, 
Teachers are being evaluated continuously whether or not 
any planned provision is made for evaluation. Students 
pass favorable and unfavorable judgments upon their 
teachers. Community adults reco gnize superior teaching, 
and parent s insistently re~uest the serv1res of some 
teachers rather than of others. Within any school system, 
evaluatio~~f teachers by their own collea~ue s is in-
evitable .-1 
There are few people in or out of the teaching profession 
who will deny the fact of evaluation. Yet, many of these 
persons object violently to any movement toward the use of 
rating scales or checklists to aid in this evaluation. They 
will not accept R. H. Hamstra's statement that the sole 
function of these aids is, "to remove elements of bias and 
VeEllswortb Tompkins and Vi . Earl Armstrong, "Teacher Rating: 
ersistent Dilemma", National Association of Secondary School 
Principals Bulletin (May, 1951), 35:30. 
g/Paul J. Misner, "Teacher Rating is the Responsibility of 
the Entire Profession," Nation's Schools (Au gust, 1951), 
48:23. 
.v 
injustice from rating which must be made anyway • 11 The ob-
jections to the measurement of te a cher efficiency set forth 
by L. M. Crabbs would be more acceptable, "Teaching effici-
ency cannot be judged by supervisors accurately enough to be 
4 
. y 
of any p ractical value, 11 or, "Teaching efficiency cannot be 
determined by testing a teacher's knowledge of modern educa-
~ 
tiona l ideas and practices." 
The attitude reflected here is like that of the ostrich 
burying its head in the sand in order to hide. Evaluation 
of some kind will be carried on despite the efforts of some 
to avoid it. "Instead of resisting teacher evaluation we 
should accept it with the high resolve that we will learn how 
evaluation can be done to make it wholesome, constructive, 
i/ 
and helpful", says M. E. Troyer in treating the many and 
varied discussions in this area. 
There have been many approaches to the measurement of 
teaching efficiency. Many valuable contributions have been 
made which will be reviewed in Chapter II. A substantial 
area of agreement has been reached as to what constitutes 
ijR. H. Hamstra, 11Merit Rating of School Personnel", American 
School Board Journal ( December, 1948), 117:20. . 
~elah M. Crabbs, Measuring Efficiency in Supervision and 
Te a ching, Teachers Colle ge, Columbia, Contributions to 
Education #175, 1925, p. 97. 
~Ibid. 
4/M. E. Troyer, "Should Tea chers be Evaluated", Childhood 
Education (February, 19 49), 25:274. 
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good teaching and as to the characteristics of a good te acher. 
The problem still remains, however, as to what f orm the 
evaluation shall take. Tompkins ru1d Armstrong phrase the 
p roblem this way , p articu.Lar)..y wi t h regar d to merit-salary 
programs, "Few people will deny that some teachers are be tter 
than others. But when we come to the questions of how many 
11 dollars be tter, the furious struggle be gins." 
Efforts at measuring the e f ficiency of teachers or of 
teaching have indicated a weakness in educ a tion as a profess-
ion. This drawback to the development of acceptable means 
of evaluation of teacher effectiveness is the lack of confi-
dence or f aith exhibited by many teachers toward the adminis-
trative officers with whom they work. Whether justified or 
not, this failure to trust in the integrity of one's associ-
ates has hamstrung attempt s to make teacher evaluation a 
functional concept. It is in this area that the present study 
has an important role to play. 
The faith and confidence, which are in many cases now 
of doubtful existence, will develop into positive factors as 
the area of understanding grows. Reavis and Cooper in their 
monograph on the evaluation of teacher merit suggest the 
positive approach in this way, 
A further means of lessening personal antagonism is to 
democratize the process of evaluation ••• For example, 
the teachers should have a large share in determining 
!/Tompkins and Armstrong, ~oc. cit. 
6 
the elements on which they are to be evaluated. They 
may also share in selecting 4he evidence which is to be 
collected for each element.l/ 
Suggestions for teacher evaluation must be continually 
examined and appraised to determine the extent to which t hey 
may contribute to the understanding and mutual acceptance 
which is the key to satisfYing the need for faith in the honesty 
and sincerity @f those who administer p ersonnel policies. 
In many cases the degree of acceptance is contingent upon 
the avowed purpose of the program of e valuation. The variance 
of acceptability depends upon the nature of the purpose, 
evaluation for supervisory purposes only or evaluation as a 
determinant of salary. Many t e achers would be willing to 
share in a pro gram of evaluation characterized by efforts to 
make more effective their activities as teachers. Few teachers 
will deny the possibility of obtaining help fr om a formal 
consideration of the extent to which their activities are pro-
ducing the results which may be desired. On the other hand, 
these same teachers are likely to object violently to a pro-
posal relating their salary tot heir competence, even though 
the evaluation for salary punposes is carried out in the same 
manner as that for supervision. 
The degree of acceptability for many teachers is also 
dependent upon the standard used for evaluation. Measuring 
iJvii lliam C. Reavis and Dan H. Cooper, Evaluation o f Teacher 
Merit in City School Systems, The University of Chicago 
Press, Supplementary Educational Monographs, #59, Chi c a go, 
Illinois, 1945. 
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a teacher's e f fectiveness a gainst a predeterrained st an dar d or 
criterion would be accepted in many cases. Measuring a teach er's 
effe c t iveness with reference to some other teacher , however, 
involve s a personal compariosn. 'l'he sugge s tion that some other 
teacher is "better" or 11 best 11 is one which some teachers find 
hard to accept. It should be borne in mind t hat both the pur-
pose o f t he e~aluation and the form of the evaluation are i m-
portant considerations in deter mining the degree of acc e ptability. 
The scope of the study.-- The subject of the investigation 
is so broad and complex as to make necessary certain r e strict-
ions which would keep the task ~ithin reasonable limi t s. As 
was indicated earlier the plan is to develop lists of proposals 
f o r teacher evaluation culle d from many sources. Each item on 
these lists is then to be submitt·e·d to the test of 11 Acceptabil-
i ty". "If teachers are going to be rated, it woul d seem but 
lo gical that they ought to be rated onthe same items which 
they and their administrative offic ers a gree are i mportant," 11 
s ays R . F . Campbell in suggestin g ways of applying the evalua-
tion process to teaching . The details of t he ch oice of items 
will be presented in Chapter III, "Method of Procedur•e 11 and in 
the f ollowing chapter on the "Development of the Inquiry ?'orJ11. 11 
Al so in Chapter III will be found the discussion of the survey 
p opulation, its composition and b a ck ground . The s cale for 
measuring the reactions of those being polle d is an inte gral 
part of the inquiry form and will be consi dered in Chapter I V. 
£!Roald F . Campbell, "Evalua tion an d the Ra ting o f Teachers", 
Elementary School Journal (May, 1 9 41), 4L:676. 
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It should be borne in mind throughout this presentation 
that at no time is it the purpose of the investigation to build 
an instrument for the evaluation of teachers or of teaching. 
The lists of such instruments now available are too numerous 
to detail. The concern in this study is actually with the 
answers to two questions, since the data made available through 
answering the first is basic to the formulation of the answers 
to the second: 
1. Wh at measures of teacher competenc e and methods of 
applying them have been used in the field of educa-
tion or have been suggested by authorities? 
2. To what extent are these measures and methods accept-
able to those concerned? 
Assumptions and Implication.-- At the heart of the study 
are two assumptions. The first is that measures of competence 
and methods of applying them have varying degrees of acceptabil-
ity. Secondly, the degree of acceptability will affect the suc-
cessful pro gram. 
The results of the study in terms of the assumptions 
would certainly seem to j~.ply that any community which is 
developing a plan for teacher evaluation would do well to give 
primary consideration to those measures of competence and 
methods of applying them having the greatest degree of accept-
ability. 
9 
Organization of the disseration.-- The pertinent litera-
atur e in the field of teacher evaluation will be reviewed in 
Chapter II. The emphasis will be placed on those studi F- s of 
historical si gnificance and those which are basi c to this in-
ve stigation. Chapters III and IV have been mentioned briefly 
in t he disc ussion of scope above. The third chapter, Method 
o f Procedure , will set forth in de tail the research procedures 
and techniques used including the sources of items for the 
inquiry for·m, the method of choosin g the survey p opulati on , and 
t he p attern of responses. Chapter IV traces the d eve lopment 
of t he inquiry form from .:.- ts be g inning stages, through the try-
out in Tewksbury, Massachusetts, to the f inal revisions nec -
ess ary in p reparation for treatment of the data on I B M 
mach ines. 
'rhe res 1Jons e s to the survey instrument will be presented 
in Chapters V, VI, and VII by means of tabular information 
and discussion. The final chapter is one of summar y and the 
dr awing of conclusions, to gether with suggestions for further 
r esearch t o supplement this investigation . This section on 
or ganization comr·letes the activities by way of introduc tion 
and the reader's interest is directed now to the review of 
the literature in Chapter II. 
CHAPTER II 
REVI:E.'W OF RESEARCH 
The literature in the fields of teacher evaluation and the 
determination of competence contains many reports of research 
into the validity and reliability of proposals for measuring 
the worth o f teachers. The emphasis in most of these research 
reports is on meeting the need for an acceptable measure of 
te~cher worth for purposes of supervision or of salary. 
The studies made dealt with various aspects of t he problem, 
among them: (1) procedures and techniques used by teachers; (2) 
pupil rating of teachers; (3) amount of pupil growth; a nd (4) 
traits or characteristics of teachers and teaching . The pre sent 
s t udy deals with the de gree of acceptability of the proposals 
made f or evaluation to t h ose people most concerned with the 
determination of the quality of teaching . The choice o f the 
research to be reviewed in this study was contingent u p on the 
historical significance of the study and/or its importance to 
this investigation. 
J. K. Merriam in 1906 reported a study of a sample of 11Q5 
normal school gr aduates attempting to show the relati onship be-
Y 
tween profe ssional scholarship and teaching ability. He con-
e l uded on the basis of extremely low cor relations that normal 
1/ J. ~ . Merri~, Normal School Education and Efficienc 
ing; Teachers College, Colum a, ontr~but ons to Educat 
l f) 't 
} ] 
school scholarship had a negligible relation to future ability 
in teaching and that practice teaching could be considered 
only slightly prophetic. A further conclusion was that after 
the first year, experience has little effect on teacher effie-
iency. Table l shows interesting correlations between normal 
school achievement and teaching ability as found in Dr • .M erriam's 
study. 
Table 1. Correlations between Normal School Achievement and 
Teaching Ability after Graduation 
Course taken in Normal School 
{lJ 
Practice Teaching ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Psychology- .....•.••..••••...•••••••••. 
History and Principles of Education ••• 
Methods courses ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Academic courses •••••••••••••••••••••• 
u !l '' \ .. 
t2J 
.39 
.37 
.28 
.29 
.22 
In 1910 E. c. Elliot sought to discover whether "quanti-
tative standards" mi ght be applied to the measurement of y 
teaching efficiency. As a result of his study, Elliot pro-
posed a scale of seven categories, weighted with points for 
each section, which ~re given in Table 2. 
!J Edward c. Elliot, Outline of a Tentative Scheme for the 
Measurement of Teaching Efficiency, Democrate Printing Company, 
Madison, Wisconsin, 1910. 
Table 2. Elliot's Categories and Point Scores 
Category 
(1) 
Physical efficiency ••••••••••••••••• 
Moral Nature ....................... . 
Dynamic efficiency •••••••••••••••••• 
Administrative efficiency ••••••••••• 
Projected efficiency •••••••••••••••• 
Achieved efficiency ••••••••••••••••• 
Social efficiency ••••••••••••••••••• 
To tal ••••• 
Points Assigned 
{2) 
12 
1~ 
24 
10 
6 
24 
10 
100 
The breakdown of teaching e f ficiency by Elliot helped to 
call attention to the idea of a more careful diagnosis of 
teaching. C. A. Boyce, in his Efficiency Record published 
in 1915, presented a g!jPhical method of representing the 
qualities of teaching. He attempted to overcome the follow-
ing weaknesses of rating schemes proposed to that date: 
1. Choice of terms resulting in inadequate analysis 
2. Lack of definition of terms, resulting in vagueness 
and indefiniteness 
12 
1/ Clifton A. Boyce, '~ethods of Measuring Teacher's Effici-
ency", The Fourteenth .Yearbook, Part II, National Society for 
the Study of Education, The University of Chicago Press, 1915. 
3. Method of recording judgments, whi ch was frequ e n tly 
wasteful of time, inaccurate, or uncontrolled. 
The Efficiency Record proposed by Boyce consisted of a 
detailed rating on 45 items, defined, and presented under the 
following headings: (1) Personal equipment; (2} Social and 
professional equipment; (3) School management; (4) Technique 
of Teaching ; and (5) Results. He reached this important 
conclusion, "The tests show that comparable and uniformly 
accurate reports are not to be had at present and that, to 
13 
obtain them, supervisors have to be trained to a similar sta~-
dard of excellence and given a common fund of info r ma tion." 
Attention to the dangers of rating scales was called by y 
F . B . Kni ght in 1922. He attempted to isolate the 11 si gnifi-
cant and measurable qualities of effective teaching and the 
methods of measuring these qualiti e s. 11 Rating s were made of 
a sampling of 153 high school and elementary teachers by a 
composite group of teachers, supervisors, and pupils. On the 
basis of a chance halves correlatioh, reliability of .89 was 
obtained for ratings by teachers, for ratings by teachers and 
supervisors of .96, and for ratings by teachers and pupils of 
.68. Correlations of general teach ing ability with certain 
traits were reported as follows: with ability to pass a pro-
!/ Frederick B. Kni ght, Qualities Related to Success in Teach-
i~ Teachers College, Col1nnbia, Contributions to Education 
#120, 1922. 
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fessional test, -.54; with scholarship, -.15; with intelli-
gence, -.10. Kni ght suggests that interest in one's work seems 
to be the domina± factor in determining teaching success. 
L . M. Crabbs described a "practical program for supervis-
ion" and attempted an evaluation, based on intelligence and 
v 
educational tests, of the worth of such a program. 
She sought the answer to the question as to the amount 
of relationship in comparisons such as these: (1) between 
ability to teach a particular subject and ability to teach 
certain other subjects; (2) between ability to teach a sub-
ject and the supervisors' estimates of the teacher's ability 
to teach the subject; (3) between professional knowledge and 
ability to teach. Correlations were made comp aring the teach er-
eff iciency formula developed in the study with the initial 
intelligence quotient of the class and the accomplislunent ratio 
of the cl a ss. Based on the results obtained, she concluded 
that: 
1. Teaching efficiency cannot be judged by supervisors 
accurately enough to be of any practical value. 
2. Teaching efficiency cannot be determined by testing 
a teacher's knowledge of modern educational ideas 
and practices. 
3. Teaching efficiency in special fields can be measured 
!J Lelah M. Crabbs, Measuring Efficiency in Supervision and 
Teaching, Teachers College, Columbia, Contributions to Educa-
tion #175, 1925. 
ac curately by the Teaching-Efficiency formul a 
without allowance for pupils intelli gence quo-
tient or initial accomp l islunent ra;ios. 
4. Many aspects of teaching must be measured before 
a sufficiently accurate me asure of teaching 
efficiency for practical purposes can be secure d . 
A . S . Barr set up an investigation in 1929 to dis-
cover the characteristic differences of good and poor teach -
er s of t he social studies in junior and senior hi gh schools. Y 
Superintendents in 106 communities listed 20 criteria for the 
evalu ation of teachers. These criteria and the frequency 
of their mention by the superintendents appear in Table 3. 
Table 3. Criteria of Teaching and Their Frequency of Mention 
by 196 Superintendents 
Criteria of Teaching 
(lJ 
Pupils' interest in subject ••••••••• • •••• 
Physical conditions in room •••••••••••••• 
Attitude of pupils ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(Concluded on next page) 
12) 
30 
24 
18 
i/Ar vil s. Barr, Characteristic Differences in the Teaching 
Performance of Good and Poor Teachers of the Social Studies, 
Public School Publishing Co., Bloomington, Illinois, 1929. 
Table 3. {Concluded) 
Criteria of Te aching 
( 1) 
fupil ac ti vi ty . ........................•. 
Definite teacher aim ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Responsiveness of pupils ••••••••••••••••• 
Attitude of teacher •••••••••••••••••••••• 
General attitude of teacher and pupil •••• 
Atmosphere of classroom •••••••••••••••••• 
Skill in teaching technique •••••••••••••• 
Evidence of teacher preparation •••••••••• 
Me thod of instruction •••••••••••••••••••• 
Assignment ... .......•..•................• 
General appearance of a room ••••••••••••• 
Evidence of pupil preparation •••••••••••• 
Ability of t e acher to 11 put across" ••••••• 
Teacher and pupil cooperation •••••••••••• 
V~lork going on • •..•.•.••..••.....•...•...• 
Types of questions asked by teacher •••••• 
Discipline .......................•......• 
Frequency 
(21 
17 
15 
15 
14 
13 
12 
12 
10 
9 
9 
8 
7 
7 
7 
7 
6 
6 
The conclusions reached by Barr were that the differ -
ences discovered in the study were not critical factors in 
teaching . He found also that there was little agreement 
among supervisors concerning important characteristics of 
go od teaching. 
1 6 
One of the best known and most extensive of the studies 
into teacher traits was that concluded by Charters and 
~- 7 
1/ 
Waples. - The stated purpose of the study was to provide 11 a 
comprehensive description of the duties and traits of teachers" 
as a basis for determining what teachers i n training should 
be taught . A total of 97 interviews were held in preparing 
a list of traits. Those interviewed were asked to i dentify 
traits and to g ive evidence of the trait action . The 41 ad-
ministrators, 27 teachers, 14 p arents , 10 pupils, 3 representa-
tives of teacher a gencies, and 2 p rofessors of education 
identified 83 traits and 2,800 trait a ct i ons . The 83 traits 
were telescoped into 25 by a special staff . Twenty-five 
experienced aQministrators and 25 teacher s were asked to 
evaluate these traits f or teachers . Throughout the develop-
ment of the trait l i st, consensus of opinion was the chief 
factor i n the claims o f r eliability made. The master list 
of 25 traits developed is presented in alphabetical order: 
l. Adaptability 7. _])ependabili ty 
2. Attractiveness 8. Bnt husiasm 
3 . Breadth of interest 9 . Fluency 
4. Carefulness 10 ~ For c efulness 
5. Consideration 11 . Good judgment 
6 . Cooperati on 12. Heal th 
ijw. W. Charters and Douglas Waples, Commonweal th Teacher 
Training Study , University of Chicago Press , Chicago, 
1929. 
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13. Honesty 20. Progressiveness 
1~. Industry 21. Promptness 
15. L-eadership 22. Refinement 
16. Magnetism 23. Scholarship 
17. Neatness 24. Self-control 
18. Operuninde dne s s 25. Thrift 
19. Originality 
An interesting investigation into the use of pupil rating s y 
of teachers was conducted by R. C. Bryan. The four objectives 
as set up for the study were: 
1. To determine the reliability of pupil rating s of 
teachers 
2. To determine the degree of agreement bet·ween pupils' 
and administrators 1 rating of teachel's 
3. To determine the effect of such factors as intelli-
gence, school marks, and sex on pupil ratings 
4. To determine what items in the rating instrument have 
most weight in determining general teaching ability. 
Ratings of teachers were obtained from 1500 pupils from 
the eighth through the eleventh grades. The same teachers 
were rated by the administrators of the schools. Each pupil 
was asked to rate four teachers on an 11-item questionnaire. 
The multiple correlations made consistently yielded reliabil-
ities of .90 or better for these natings. The five items 
i/Roy C. Bryan, Pu il Ratin of Secondar School 'l'eachers, Teach-
ers College, Columbia, Contributions to Education '708, 1937. 
1 9 · . 
_..._ 
I 
fouhd to have the most positive relative weight in determining 
general teaching ability were: 
1. Amount pupils were learning 
2. Amount o f work teacher does 
3. Sympathy 
4. Ability to explain clearly 
5. Knowledge of subject 
A very important implication was found by Bryan to be that 
pupil ratings can be both valid and reliable measures of pupil 
opinion if scientifically gathered. 
The Ohio Teaching Record published in 1941 consists of a 
30 pag e booklet in which the observed or the observer may check 
11 
items and write brief anecdotes. The Record has been built 
on the assumption that 11 the effectiveness of teaching in the 
classroom can be reasonably fairly ascertained" in answer to 
these questicns: 
l. ~ ihat were the materials of instructi on? 
2. What was the function of the subject matter used? 
3. What methods of inst1•uction were employed? 
4. How effective were the materials and methods employed? 
5. How did the teacher help students with their own 
personal problems? 
6. V;; hat was done to promote better school-community 
relations? 
!/Ohio Teaching Record, Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio, 
1941. 
7. How were democratic attitudes and relationships 
fostered? 
a. How adequate is the teacher in her specialized area? 
This was not designated as a rating device. The intent 
and result was to produce a guide to observation and evaluation 
for use with teachers. No report of a final judgment of teach-
ing ability is provided for in the record. An important effect 
was to focus attention upon the evaluation of teaching to pro-
mote learning and growth on the part of the teacher rather 
than as a determination of competence. 
M. E. Troyer and c. R. Pace in writing on evaluation in 
teacher education place similar emphasis on the cooperative y 
and teacher-growth ideas of evaluation. They believe that 
certain recognized needs must be considered in the evaluation 
program regardless of the procedures used. In s.ll cases there 
must be consideration of the need for: 
1. Knowing the purposes of evaluation 
2. Cooperation of all persons concerned 
3. Improving methods of gathering and interpreting data 
4. Using genuinely democratic procedures 
5. Basing the program on locally felt needs. 
The Measurement of Teaching Abilities by A. S. Barr reports 
and reviews eight studies of teaching efficiency as measured by 
ifiAaurice E. Troyer and c. Robert r ace, Evaluation in Teacher 
Education, American Council on Education, Washington, D.C., 1944. 
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pupil ch~ge. Changes to be sought in pupils were defined 
and va~ious measuring instrtunents were applied before and 
after teaching. Efforts were made through statistical pro-
cedures to eliminate all factors other than the teacher which 
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might condi t ion the resp onses. The pupils used in the s t u dies 
were drawn from one-room schools in order to eliminate the 
possible effect of other teachers. y 
In the first study by ~. E. Rostker teachers and pupils 
were tested on many different measures. Correlations were run 
to determine the reliability of the results, and intercor•rels.-
tions of teachers and pupils on a number of results were made. 
Rostker reache~ six general conclusions: 
1. Intelligence seems to be the highest conditioning 
factor in the teaching success of those checked. 
2. Social attitudes are important. 
3. Attitude toward teachers and teaching is important. 
4. Knowledge of subject and ability to diagnose pupil 
maladjustments are important. 
5. Correlations between supervisory ratings and criteria 
of the study were insignificant. 
6. Personality, as defined, i n insignificant. 
1/Arvil s. Barr, editor, The Measurement of Teaching Abilities, 
Dembar Publications, M:adison, 'Wisconsin, 1945. 
2/Reported also as: 11:. E. Ros~ker, "The Measurement of Teach-
ing Ability", Journal of Exper~mental Education,(September, 
1945), 14:6-41. 
The third in this series of studies discussed by Barr 
y 
measured the gains made by seventh and eighth grade pupils in 
the acquisition of socials tudies information. This study, 
gj 
conducted and reported by C. V. E_a Duke, sought to determine 
the relationships of certain teacher factors to teaching 
efficiency, the relation of supervisory ratings with an objec-
t i ve cri t erion of teaching efficiency, and the validity of 
certain teacher measures based on pupil change. Thirty-four 
teachers and 200 pupils in one-room schools in rural Wisconsin 
were used for the study. Table 4 presents the correlations 
obtained. 
Table 4. Correlations of Teaching Efficiency with Certain 
Criteria 
Criterion 11 r 11 
(l J J 21 
Teacher efficiency based on pupil change. .80 
Intelligence............................. .61 
Professional Knowledge................... .35 
Professional attitude •••••••••••••••••••• 
Teacher consideration of others •••••••••• 
!/Barr, Measurement, Op. cit. 
.16 
-.35 
yc. V. E.a Duke, 11 The Measurement of Teaching Efficiency", 
Journal of Experimental Education, (September, 1945) 1~:75-
100. 
~aDuke found that the ratings of supervisors did not 
agree with the criterion of pupil change. His data also 
showed that the use of different rating scales by the same 
rater on the same teacher yielded a considerable difference 
in rankings • . 
A very extensive status study of current practices in 
teaching or evaluation was conducted by Reavis and Cooper in y 
1945. For the study they collected, and analyzed, and class-
ified samples of rating and other evaluation devices from 104 
city school systems. The outcome of the study was a proposal 
for a "cumulative personnel record system" as the most satis-
factory basis for a program of teacher evaluation. The plan 
proposed by Reavis and Cooper required: 
1. A careful definition of the elements constituting 
teaching success in a specific situation 
2. The accumulation of records on each of the elements 
by both the school administration and the teacher 
3. The mak ing of adminis tra ti ve decisions by school 
officers on the basis of the evidence available in 
the cumulative . file 
4. Advisement at i mportant points in the foregoing 
sequence by representative committees of the per-
sonriel concerned with the results of evaluation. 
i/William C. Reavis and Dan H. Cooper, Evaluation of Teacher 
Merit in City School Systems, The University of Chicago Press, 
Chicago, 1945. 
Teacher evaluation in terms of pupil reaction was the 
basis of a study published in 1949. The purpose of the study 
as stated by D. E. Beecher "was to de velop a practical in-
strument for the appraisal of teacher effectiveness in terms 
of readily observable teacher behavior characteristic of what y 
pupils say they like in teachers." A scale for the rating 
of teachers was developed as a result of the preliminary 
findings. The framework of the scale was based on teacher 
qualities to which pupils most frequently refer when asked 
to give their reactions to their teachers. The cate gories 
selected for the scale were: 
l. Indications of Fairness 
2. Indications of Cheerfulness 
3. Indications of Sympathetic Understanding 
4. Indications of Control 
5. Indications of Ability to get Pupi l Response 
6. Indications of Knowledg e and Skill 
The scales were used with 50 teachers in a variety of 
school situations at all grade : 'levels. Beecher found that 
the coefficient of reliability f or the scales on repeated 
observations by the same observer wa s .90, and for two in-
dependent observers the coefficient was .79. An important con-
tribution of the study was the pres entation of a list of guide 
posts for the development of a teacher evaluation progrrun: 
1/Dwight E. Beecher, The Evaluation of Teaching, Syracuse Uni-
versity Press, Syracus e , New York, 1949. 
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1. Evaluation should be purposeful. 
2. Finding s of evaluation should be used. 
3. Teacher fear of appraisal must be dispelled. 
4. Planning should be cooperative. 
5. Procedures should be cooperative. 
6. Ratings can be constructive. 
7. Appraisal should be continuous. 
8. Evaluation is a guidance proc e dure. 
A somewhat different approach in seeking a solution to 
- 11 the problem of teacher evaluation was that of S. J. Domas. 
The Critical Incident Technique was used by Domas in the col-
lection and analysis of reports of actual incidents in which 
the behavior of a teacher was judged to be outstandingly 
effective or ineffective. The group of reporters consisted 
of teachers, principis, supervisors, and superintendents. 
The incidents collected were sunnnarized and revea l e d 558 
evidences of effective behavior and 443 evid ences of ineff -
ective behavior on the part of teachers. 
The most rec ent investi~ation reviewed in this chapter 
by the writer was that of W. A. McCall in North Carolina. 
y 
'I'he plan of research wa s to correlate a large number of meas-
ures of the teachers' traits with t he criterion of "teacher 
i/Si:meon J. Domas, Repor' t of an Exploratory Study of Teacher 
Competence, The New England School Development Council, 
Cambridge, Mass., 1950. 
g/William A. McCall, Measurement of Teacher Merit, State Supe r-
intendent of Public Instruction, Raleigh, North ~arolina, 1952. 
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worth". This criterion was defined as the teacher's proved 
ability to produce growth in pupils. Seventy-three teachers 
in North Carolina participated in the study. The pupils were 
measured in September and the following May by use of many tests 
of abilities, attitudes and behavior:s. The results were 
weighted and corrected for variations. As may be seen in 
Table 5, the validities obtained for the measures of teacher 
worth were very l ow. 
Table 5. Validity of Measures of Teacher Worth 
Measure 
_{l) 
Self-rating by teachers •••••• 
Training ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Experience ••••••••••••••••••• 
Rating by principals ••••••••• 
Rating by fellow teachers .••• 
"r" (2) 
.39 
.13 
-.04 . 
-.11 
-.11 
In summarizing the investigation McCall states, "This 
research failed to f ind any system of measuring teacher merit 
which the writer (McCall) is willing to recommend be adopted 
as a basis for paying the salaries of all teachers." 
The studies reviewed above show that attempts~ evalua-
tion have taken many forms and have been carried on in many 
ways. Among those identified were: Characteristics of good 
and poor teachers, duties and traits of teachers, pupil rat-
ing of teachers, amount of pupil growth, correlati on of gen-
eral teaching ability with certain traits, pupil reaction to 
teachers, and professional scholarship with relation to teach-
ing ability. All of these approaches differ to a greater or 
less degree from the consideration of acceptability on which 
the emphasis is placed in this study. The research reviewed 
in Chapter II has been selected as historical ly significant 
and as pertinent to the present study. The treatment has been 
in no way exhaustive. It was ·, . however, representative of the 
types of references utilized in developing and organizing the 
methods of procedure for this study. Chapters III and IV which 
follow will present these methods of pl'ocedure followed and 
the research instruments developed in this investigation of 
teacher evaluation. 
CHAPTER III 
METHOD 0 F PROCEDURE 
This discussion of the method of procedure will attempt 
to acquaint the reader with the activities carried on through-
out the investigation to determine the acceptability of p ro-
cedure of evaluation. It is not a diary or a log, but is an 
effort to bring into focus the procedures and practices es-
sential to the conduct of the investigation. The development 
of the research instrument is considered only incidentally in 
-this chapter. Because of the importance of the development 
of the inquiry form to the study, the entire next chapter is 
devoted to this topic. The first section of the present 
chapter presents a broad, overall view of' the study. 
Pattern of the investigation.-- The general pattern of 
the investigation will be revealed by considering the four 
steps basic to the conduct of the investigation. Each of 
these steps was submitted to the author's advisory sub-
1/ 
committee for criticism and approval. The first step under-
taken was an intensive s tudy of the literature on evaluation 
and rating to discover measures and methods of evaluation 
!/This committee consisted of the following: 
Warren, Chairman, Professor of Education; Dr. 
Professor of Education; Dr. W. Linwood Chase, 
of Education. 
?~ ', 
Dr. Viorce star W. 
Roy o. Billett, 
Dean, Professor 
wh ich have been used or have been suggested for determining 
competence in the fiel d of -~ducation. A study was made of the 
books, articles, and editorials pertaining to merit rating and y 
The Education Index and also evaluation which were listed in 
Guide to Periodical Literature. articles listed in the Reader's ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Additional materials were gathered and examined during the 
period of the author's work with the NESDEC group. 
y 
The inquiry form was prepared after a thorough analysis 
of the litera ture which is reviewed in Chapter II in addtion 
to a number of pamphlets and other publicati ons. From this 
analysis was obtained the raw material from which the instru-
ment developed. The second step in the investig~tion was to 
formulate an instrument for obtaining reactions to the meas-
ures and methods discovered and for showing the degree of 
acceptance of each. It is difficult to ascribe a particular 
source for each item in the inquiry form because of the com-
bining and synthesizing of items necessary in p reparing the 
form. 
The third major activity of the investigation was to sub-
QThe Education Index (A cumulative Author and Subject Index 
to a Selected Eist of Educational Periodicals, Books, and 
Phamphlets), New York, The H. W. Wilson Company. 
g/Reader's Guide to Periodical k iterature, (An Author and 
Subject Index), New Yo~ The H. W. Wilson Company .. 
~The author served for aperiod of one year as the research 
assistant to The Merit-Salary Study Group of the New England 
School Development Council, Peabot House, 13 Kirkland Street, 
Cambridge 38, Massachusetts. 
gj 
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mit the research instrument to the three groups chosen fJ:>om 
each of the selected communities, those being evaluated, those 
doing the evaluating and school p atrons. The choosin6 o f the 
sur ·vey population, the response to t he ori ginal inquiry, and 
the dztails and results of the follow-up activities are to be 
treated in detail in later sections of this chapter. The 
final step to be taken was to indicate the degree of accept-
ance of the elements of evaluation which were submitted for 
reaction. The results of the survey will be summarized in 
the Chapters V, VI, and VII and the conclusions to be drawn 
as a result of the treatment and study of the data are to be 
found in the final chapter. 
Limitations of the study.-- Of necessity this study has 
been limited in a number of ways. An individual study such 
as this cannot undertake to study all the possibilities in a 
broad area. In the area of teacher evaluation many studies 
have been made , each contributing in some way to the knowledge 
available, but none being completely definitive or answering 
all of the questions. 'I'he problem must be limited in terms 
of the time and money available as well . 
The s tudy does not attempt to develop a guide for the 
evalua tion of teachers. It works to provide guide posts for 
those who will engage in a program for teacher evaluation. 
These guide posts are to be in terms of the de gree of accept-
ance of p roposals which have already been made. The study is 
fUrther limited geographically to the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts. No a t temp t will be made to prove the results to be 
typ ical of New England or of the United States. The report 
of the inves t i g ation will show the picture only in the area 
studied. 
Choosing the population f or the survey.-- The third step 
in t h e conduct of the investig ation was to submit the inquiry 
form to t he thre e groups chosen from the selected communities. 
As indicated earlier the three group s concerned with a p r o gram 
of evalua tion are those being evaluated, those doing the eval-
uating , and school patrons. Consideration of the survey pop-
ulation would seem to involve t wo problems: (l) the selection 
of the communities and (2) the choice of individuals. 
The selection of the communities for the study was govern-
ed by the following factors: 
I 
1. Range of size 
2. Representative types 
3. Geographical spread 
4. L arger proportion of communities having teacher 
evaluation program than those not having such a 
program. 
The population divisions used to classify the communities 
in the study were based on those used in the publications of 
the Research Division of the Na tional Education Association. 
The classifications used were: 
Under 5,000 
5,000 to 10,000 
10,000 to 30,opo 
30,000 to 100,000 
Over 100,000 
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In the group of Massachusetts communities of over 100,000 
population there was only one city repo~ted as having a pro-
grmn of teacher evaluation. This community was unable to 
participate in the study. Since it would not be possible to 
match communities in this class as desribed below, no purpose 
would be served by retaining the fifth grouping. Therefo1•e, 
the study was completed with only four classifications of 
size, the largest one containing communities of nover 30,000 11 
population. 
The basic list of communities was composed of those re-
1/ 
ported by F. E. Pitkin as having. provisions for teacher 
evaluation. For comparison purposes with this group of 31 
communities, a group of 20 without provision for teacher eval-
uation was chosen. The criteria for selection of the second 
group of communities were: (1) the same distribution as to 
urban, rural, industrial, residential, and (2) a similar 
geographic location. The plan called -for the co1nmunities with 
a program for teacher evaluation to be in a ratio of two to 
1/Pred E. Pitkin, 11Meri t Provisions 11 , Massachusetts Teachers 
Association, Topic No. 8, Boston, 1950. 
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one to those not having such a program. Of the 31 communities 
in the master list, 20 a greed to participate. Therefore no 
further requests for participation of the second group was 
made after ten had a greed to help in the study. 
The superintendent of schools in each of the communities 
was sent a letter explaining the purposes of the study, a copy 
of the inquiry form, and a reque st for a list of faculty mem-
1/ 
bers fol' use in the investig ation. The receipt of the list of 
faculty members and the completed inquiry form served as an 
a greement to have the schools in his community take p art. As 
the communities joined the study, mailing lists of the three 
groups of people in the survey population were made up. 
In order to hold the cost of the study at a reasonable 
figure, a random sample of one third of the teachers was 
selected. This random sample was obtained by starring every 
third name on the faculty list for each community. Some lists 
were arranged alphabetically for the community, while others 
were arranged by schools and grades taught. Included in the 
lists of faculty members sent by the superintendents were 
other persons who could be as classified as staff members. 
In this group were superintendents, supervisors, principals, 
directors, and assistants to the superintendent. These con-
sti tuted the list of 11Staff Members Other 'I'han Teachers" for 
i/Copies of these letters may be found in the ~ppendix. 
-' 
this s t u dy. No sampling was made. The whole populati on was 
u s e d in order to insure a. return of adequate size from which 
to generalize. 
The lay people in this study were selected on the basis 
of their contact and interest in the schools and on the basis 
of an awareness of the financial aspects of pro ~rams for re-
la t ing salary to competence. The school patrons taking part 
in the study were school committee members, p residents of 
parent-teacher associa t i o ns, and business and civic leaders. 
The business and civic leaders asked to participate were the 
presidents of the local groups of these organizations: 
Chamber of Commerce, Kiwanis Club, Kions Club, Rotary Club. 
Two hundred eighty of the lay people mentioned above were 
sent inquiry forms for participation in the study . 
34 
Tr eatment of the data.-- The survey was made to provide 
the dat a for determining the de gree of acceptability of the 
items included in the i nquiry form. Except for two questions 
omitted from the form for lay people as explained in Chapter 
IV, the items appearing in each of the three forms were ident-
ical. The de gree of acceptance of an item was indicated on 
the form by encircling a figure on a scale. For purposes of 
discussion and interpretation the reactions to each item were 
conver te d to an index fi gure. 11'he index fi gures were obtained 
by computing the percentages of possibilities. The percent-
age of possibility on a scale item such as this must b e figured 
by weights. Each point on the scale is weighted from one to 
five. The frequency for each point is multiplied by its 
respective weight, yielding a weighted score. The largest 
possible weighted score is the product of the total frequency 
times the largest weight. The percentage of possibility is 
the quotient of the actual weighted score d ivided by the 
largest possible score. For c onvenimc~ the per cent sign is 
dropped and the quotient multiplied by one hundred to clear 
of decimals. rrhe formula to be used follows in which "I" is 
t he index, "n" is the frequency for each point on t he scale, 
and " N" is the tdtal fre quency for the item: 
I c ln+2n+3n+4n+5n • 100 
N 
3 5 
Summaries of the results for teachers, staff members, and 
lay people were compared ~o discover those elements having an 
overall hi gh de gree of acceptability. Further analysis of t h e 
data was made to compare the de gree of acceptance of each 
element b y the group of communities having a teacher evalua-
' tion pro gram with that of the communities not having such a 
pro gram to determine the areas of a greement and · disagreement. 
The validity of the study.-- The instruments used in this 
investigation being measuring devices, in that they seek . to 
determine the degree of acceptability of elements proposed for 
teacher evaluation, must of necessity be val idatad if the end 
result is to be a true and meaningful p~cture. "Val idity, 
then, nefers to the truthfulness of the instrument and is always 
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its most imp ortant characteristic. No matter what other• 
merits the instrument may possess, if it lacks vali dity, it y 
is wo r thless." There are two methods commonly used to deter-
mine the vali dity of an inqu iry form such as that used in this 
study. The first, and probably most basic technique, has to 
do with what is commonly known as the "face validity" of the 
form. That face validity is sufficient proof of validity in 
many cases is noted by P. J. Rulon, 
" ••• the direct observation of the things and the 
processes which are the aims of instruction is the 
f inal proof of validity as compared with the cor•rela~:i,on 
coefficient of validity which is a t be st secondary."Y 
To the extent that an inquiry f orm of this type o b tains 
the facts and opinions for which it asks it can be said to be 
valid. Face validity is chiefly a result of care in the con-
struction and use of the inquiry form. Great care was exercised 
in order to insure the face validity of the instruments used 
in this study. After careful analysis of the literature, a 
tentative form was prepared. The tentative form was revised 
after criticism by the advisory subcommittee, anq it was then 
submitted to the tryout group of 49 respondents in Tewksbury, 
Massachusetts. 
ifc. c. Ross, Measurement in Today's Schools, Prentice-Hall, 
Inc., New York, 19~1, p. 37. 
g/Philip J. Rulon, 11 0n Validity of Educational Tests,tt The 
Har vard Educational Review, Fall, 1946, p. 292. 
CarefUl planning , revision of the form as described in 
Chapter IV, and careful selection of respondents quali~ied 
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to complete the form were procedures intended to obtain accu-
rately the desired reactions. The information furnished by 
the respondents may be considered valid to the extent that 
these individuals were in positions providing a basis for 
formulating the judgments requested. The high percentage of 
returned usable responses indicates that these respondents 
were willing to impart the necessary information. There is 
no reason to believe t~at any of the data were twisted or 
withheld. Briefly, the validity of the instrument may be 
said to have been insured chiefly as a result of care in the 
construction, and in the use of the inquiry forms in conjunc-
tion with the specific objectives behind the research itself. 
Reliability in the study.-- The extent to whLch any given 
from proves to be an accurate instrument is known as its 
reliability, although, assuming a valid form, reliab ility may 
be thought of as just one aspect of v&lidity. In relation to 
any measuring instrument reliability meanx the extent to which 
that instrwnent a grees with itself or how well it can be relied 
upon to give truthful results consistently. The care in con-
struction, adequate tryouts, and revision undertaken in devel-
oping the form were important aspects of the procedures to 
insure reliability. 
The most effective means of determining the de gree of 
I 
reliability o f~~e instruments used in this study would have 
been to distribute them a second time to a respresentative 
sampling of the initial respondents and compare the two sets 
of returns for consistency of truthful r e sponses. This would 
/ not have been feasible for two reasons: 
1. From it there might be an i nterpretation by the 
/ 
respondent that doubt or disbelief mi ght be in 
t he mind of the investigator concerning the reactions 
originally indicated. 
2. 1:J:lhe inquiry form requires a considerable amount of 
time and thought, and, although the r 'espondent' s time 
given answering is for the good of educational re-
search, it stili represents a sacrifice of time from 
a generally full schedule. 
The reliability was checked in terms of the consistency 
of the returns. Periodic checks were made in the study of. 
the comparisons of percentage s derived from tabulati on at 
certain points. The percentages of response for the first 
100 r e turns were compared to the percentages of a sampling of 
100 returns about half way through the study. This mid-sampling 
was compared withthe percentages for the last 100 returns. 
Each of these was compared with the final total percentage of 
responses to the times. In each of the five comparisons the 
percentages of resp onses differed only in a negligible ruaount. 
The reliability, then, was the consistency of returns obtained 
through the care in the development of the instrument and 
measured through a comparison of the percentages of r esponses 
in sections of the returns. 
Response to the original request.-- As was indicated in 
the discussion of the composition of the survey populati on, 
superintendents of schools were asked to cooperate in the stu dy 
by comp leting an inquiry form and sending a list of faculty 
members. The letters requesting participation were mailed on 
December 28, 1953 in order to be in the hand s o f the superin-
tendents during the Christmas vaca t ion. By mailing the inquiry 
forms and the requests for the faculty l ist under one cover, 
it was felt that the superintendent would be fully aware o f 
t h e requests to be made of his staff. 
By January 18, 195~ , lists o f faculty members had been 
received and inquiry for ms sent out to the 73 5 teachers and 
staff members of 14 communities. Copies of the inquiry form 
were then submitted to all school committee members and busi-
ness and civic leaders on the master list of 51 cow~unities. 
The li s t of presidents of p a rent-teacher associations was 
received and inquiry forms were sent to all of those listed 
in the last week of January. The survey forms had been sent 
to all of the lay people in the survey popula t ion p revious 
to Febnuary 1, 1954. 
LUring the period ending March 1 additional inquiry forms 
h a d be.en sent as the lists of faculty members were received 
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from superintendents~ The to t tl,l number of inquiry forms mailed 
to all participants by this date was 2,051. Of this g roup 960 
replies were received, a 47 per cent return on this first con-
tact. The last three lists of faculty members were rec e ived 
from superintendents March 10, 1954. From these, 81 a dditional 
questionnaires were sent out, making a ·total of 2,132. 
Details and results of followup activities.-- Th e plans 
for followup required that a postal card be sent as a reminder 
and as an appeal for the return of the forms not yet received. 
Each person polled was allowed a month in which to~eply. The 
mailing of t he followup cards was carried on during the period 
when new for.ms were being sent out and extended a month beyond 
so that by ;.pril 1, 1954, 1,091 followup cards h a d been sent. 
In response to this first followup 346 additional inquiry forms 
were r eceived, making the total response to date a 61 p er cent 
return. 
The period from April 10 to April 20 served for the final 
roundup of the 775 inquiry forms still missing. Again p ostal 
cards were used as a means of contact with those people who 
had not yet made returns. Se~ond copies of the previously 
used postal cards were sent to 275 members of the group whose 
survey f orms had not come i n . A s pecial postal reply card 
was prepared for mailing to each of the remaining 500. 
The new reply cards were devised to accomplish two t hing s. 
As with the first followup cards, one aim was to incre ase the 
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n~~ber of returns. The second aim, using the reply half o~ 
the card, was to determine, to the extent possible, the reasons 
11 
for the non-return of the inquiry forms. The requests for 
such reasons was sta ted, thus, 11 It is very important to the 
statistical analysis in the investigation that we account for 
every form which has been sent out. Inasmuch as we have not 
received a reply from you; we are asking that you indicate on 
the attached postal reply card the status of your return. 11 
The reply card offered five options, four statements and 
"Other, please specify. 11 
The four stated options were derived from the responses 
to the first followup and from the few forms which were re-
turned unanswered. A number of people who had been contacted 
took the time to write a postal card or a letter explaining 
the status of the form and the reason for not completing it. 
The bulk of these expl anatory not e s fell into cate gories 
epitomized by the following statements: 
1. The form is already in the mails. 
2. The form has not been received. 
3. I do not feel qualified to complete the form. 
4. I do not believe in the practice of relating salary 
to competence. 
The activities in the ten days of the final followup 
l/Both portions of the reply card are reproduced in the 
Appendix. 
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r e sulted in the r e cei p t of 144 additional inquiry forms and 
of 179 of the p ostal reply cards. ~'able 6 presents the summary 
o f the reply cards . The distribution of the reasons f or the 
non-return of the inquiry forms is arranged in descending order 
of frequency. It should be noted that nearly all of the reasons 
given may be classified into seven groups, three in addition 
to the f our options appearing on the card. 'l'he seven reasons 
indicated as having a frequency of 11 five or l e ss" have a total 
frequency of only 12 and need be given little consideration 
in analyzing the reasons advanced for failure to cooperat e 
in the study. 
Tab l e 6 reveals that the largest group of non-respondents 
contain ed those pe ople who did not feel qual ified t o comple te 
the form. The reason most often mentioned for disqualificat ion 
was fo r lack of experience in the fi eld of education. In 
pass ing , it is interesting t o not e tha t none of the lay people 
contac t ed expressed s uch a deficiency. 
Table 6. Reasons Give n for Non- Return of Inquiry Forms as 
a Re sult of the Second Postal Card Followup 
Rea son Given 
( l) 
1. I do not feel qu alified to co~plete 
the form ....... ..... . •.... . ..........• 
2. 1~e form has been mislaid ••••••••••••• 
3. The form is already in the mails •••• • o ' 
(Concluded on next page ) 
Frequency 
j_2) 
39 
32 
Z7 
Table 6. (Concluded) 
Reason Uiven 
( l} 
4. I do not believe in the practice of 
relating salary to competence •••••••• 
5. The form has not been received ••••••• 
6. I do not have time to complete this, 
for1n . .•••.....•....••••••••.•....•.•• 
7. I have been too ill to answer •••••••• 
8. I do not believe in filling out forms 
of this sort ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
9. The form is too long and too compli-
ca. ted •.....•..••.•..•.•...•••.••...•. 
10. I have retired as a teacher •••••••••• 
11. I resent being reduced to a statis-
tical abstract ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
12. For me the form was too vague for 
13. 
14. 
honest answering ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Form too ambiguous ••••••••••••••••••• 
I am in agreement with the answers 
expressed by my principal •••••••••••• 
To tal ••••••••••• 
Fre quency 
( 2) 
25 
20 
16 
8 
4 
2 
2 
l 
l 
l 
l 
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Second in frequency as a reason for non-reply was that 
of mislaying the form. 'I'his should not be interpreted as 
entirely an evidence of disinterest since about 40 per cent 
o f those so replying evi dence d a desire to complete a form 
if a second were to be sent out to them. If, to the mislaid 
forms are added those not completed because of l ack of time 
or of illness, there a ,:pears a reflection of the pattern of 
present-day life. The many demands made on p eople are very 
43' 
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much in evidence as u p to 3 0 per cent of those in this sample 
were unable to organize their activ ities so as to complete 
and return the inquiry form. 
The item ranked third is not truly a reason for non-
reply, but rather, for non-receip t of the form. Checking 
indicated that f orms from about half of these people •ere 
received subsequent to the mailing of the followup cabds. At 
this same time should be c onsidered the fifth ranking reason 
for non-return of the survey forms. Twenty of those who re-
turned the reply cards state d that the inquiry form had not 
been received. A number of f actors operated in this situa-
tion. Among them would be: 
1 . 'I'he need for more care in t he distribution 
2. Change of address 
3. Change of name through marria ge 
4. The f act that the master lists submitted by the 
superintendents were not in all cases up to date. 
As evidences of this last were the f orms returned by the 
relatives of f our a d dressees who were deceased. 'l1able 6 re-
veals also that 23 people stated that they did not be l ieve in 
the practice of relating salary to competence. This shoul d 
not b e surprising since such an attitude has been prevalent 
t hrough the history of attempts at determing teacher e ffect-
iveness. The mere mention of "evaluati on" or "merit-rating " 
has been distunbing to many p eople. As has been discussed 
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earlier, it i s a basic reason for the stud y. To the de gree 
that t he elements of any program for evaluation are acceptable 
to those conc e lned, to that extent would it seem p ossi ble for 
satis f actory movement to be made into the area of relating 
salary to competenc e . 
Total replies received for consideration.-- A deadline 
of April 20, 1 954 was set for the com~letion of all survey 
activities and no returns received beyond that date were to 
be counted. 'l'he second followup resulted i n the receipt of 
1 41 ~nquiry fo rms bring ing the grand total to 1,498 returns. 
Table 7 shows the p ercentage s of returns for teachers, staff 
members and lay people according to the size of the community. 
Table 7 shows the percentage of returns in communities of 
under 5,000 populati on to be highest for each group, teachers, 
staff members other than teachers, and lay people, than for 
any of the other groups of conmunities. In colm1ms 2, 3 , and 
4, the lowest percentages of returns were for the larges t 
communities, those of over 30,000 population. The percentage 
of returns in the inve sti gation was 70.3. 
The final tally showed 2,132 inquiry forms sent out, 
1,917 followup c ards sent (two requests to each person not 
replying ), and total returns of 1,498. 
Tabl e 7 . Percentage of Returns for Teachers, Staff Lembe r s 
Other Than Teachers, and Lay People Accor di ng to 
Size of Community 
Percentage of Returns 
Community Size Teachers Staff Lay 
Members People 
( l) ( 2) (3) (4) 
Under 5,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 9 97 94 
5 ,000 to 10,000 . . . . . . . . . . 79 73 91 
10,000 to 30 , 000 . . . . . . . . . 64 78 87 
Ove r 30 ,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61 61 84 
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In a ddition to those reported above and used in the study, 
27 inquiry f orms are accounted for in T8ble 8 below. 
Table 8 . Inquiry F~ms Returned But Not 
Included in the Results 
Reason for Non-Use 
(1 J 
Returned unanswered . •.••• 
Returned incomplete ••••• 
Returne d after deadline •• 
Total • •• ••••• 
Number of Forms 
(2) 
5 
11 
11 
27 
CHAPTFffi IV 
DEVEJI;.OPMENT OP THE INQ.UIRY FORM 
Chapter IV is concerned with t he de velopment of the in-
strurnent for determining the degree of acceptability of the 
items to be submitted to evaluation in the survey. It encom-
passes the second step of the fou r steps of research pro c ed-
ure outlined under Methods of Procedure in the preceding 
chapter, w.r1ich is 
2. Pormulate an instrument for obtaining reac t ions to 
the measu1•es and methods discovered and for show-
ing the degree of acceptance of each. 
In order to submit the measures and methods discovered 
from the study of the literature i n the fields of evaluation 
and determining competence to the survey population it was 
necessary to organize them and present them in a convienient 
form. 
Normative-survey approach most feasible.-- The very 
nature of the study in attempting to determine the degree of 
acceptance of the giected items by the people to be polled led 
to a consideration of normative-survey procedures. The data 
on which the study was based were the reactions of people. 
Reactions to the ide a s and suggestions presented in the study 
could not be me a sured under laboratory conditions. Research 
4 7 
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techniques and instruments are not as yet sufficiently devel-
oped to ena ble an investigator to measure directly the opinions 
involved in the questions under consideration. Therefore, t wo 
phases of the normative survey a pproach seemed to offer the 
best means of securing the data necessary for analysis as a 
basis for drawing conclusions. The first was the personal 
interview, and the second was the questionnaire. 
The personal interview unquestionably offers advantages, 
when properly prepared for and carried out, which would in 
many situations make it the first choice for use in gathering 
opinions or reactions. F'or the purposes of this investigation 
the personal interview was considered and then ruled out as 
not being most suitable. The most important reasons for dis-
carding the idea of gathering the information on a face to 
face basis were: first, the larg e population · in the sample 
to be polled would tax the efforts of a staff of investigators 
in po i nt of time consumed and would be impractical for the 
lone investigator engaged in this study. Secondly, and very 
much akin to the first reason for discarding the interview, 
was the wide geographical distribution throughout the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts of the cities cooperating in the 
study. Again, the physical effort and time necessary made it 
impractical. 
In the light of the circumstances discussed above, the 
use of the questionnaire seemed to be called for in securing 
the data for the study. 
The questionnaire procedure normally comes into use 
where one cannot readily see personally all of the · 
people from whom he desires responses or where there 
is no particular reason to see them personally. The 1/ 
questionnaire may be used o.ver any range of territory. 
That the use of the questionnaire phase of normative-
survey rese arch is widespread is illustrated by the statement 
in the American School Board Journal which follows: 11 the 
average school board in the city of 25,000 population receives y 
at least one questionnaire each day of the school year." 
The questionnaire is an important instrum~nt in the 
normative-survey research, being used to g ather infor-
mation from widely scattered sources. It is probably 
outranked in frequency of use only by the survey test. 
In fact, out of 581 printed studies representing re-
search of all kinds, Koos found that in practig~lly 
one fourth of them the questionnaire was used.~ 
1hile there is no denying the popularity of the question-
naire as a data g athering instrument, there remains the deter-
mination of its suitability for meeting the problems posed by 
the conditions surrounding this investigation. What is the 
place of the questionnaire in eliciting reactions and opinions? 
A questionnaire is a form which is prepared and distrib-
u ted for the purpose of securing responses to certain 
questions. Generally, these questions are factual, de-
signed to secure information about conditions or practices 
ljCarter v. Good, A. s. Barr, and .Douglas E. Scates, Methodolo~7 
of Education Research, .D. Appleton-Century Company, Inc., New 
York, 1938, p. 325. 
g/"Questionnaires and Questionnaires", American School Board 
Journal, (August, 1922), 71:74. 
y aoo d, Barr, and Sea tes, 2£• cit. 
of which the recipient is presumed to have knowledge. 
The questionnaire may ask for opinions and may be u~~d 
to afford an insight into the attitudes of a group.!! 
L . V. Koos, in his ,_exposition on the place of the ques-
tionnaire in education, writes to the point of the que stion 
p osed above. He concludes that the well-constructed, com-
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prehensive questionnaire, used after proper tryout and revis-
ion, and completed by qualified participants, is an accepted 
technique in educational research. 
'I'hus, not only is the questionna.ire method used in larg e 
proportions of educational investig ations, not only do 
we find it applied in many divisions and on all levels 
of the field of education to asc e rtain p ractices, basic 
data, and judgments, but it is also a valua~~e source 
of data procurable usually in no other way.~ 
W. C. Eells, in his work on the surveys of higher American . 
education, found the questionnaire to be the data gathering 
techni que most commonly used in educational surveys. "Over 
40 per cent of the surveys depend more or less extensively 
~ 
upon questi onnaires." 
Criticisms of the questionnaire as an l nstrument of re-
·e earch.-- Desp ite the wide spread use of the questi onnaire as 
a data g athering device in studies in the field of education, 
1/Good, Barr, and Scates, ££• cit., p. 324 
g/L.eonar d V. Koos, The Questionnaire in Educati on, The Mac-
millan Company, Nevv York, ·1948, p. 68 
.£/~-~ alter Crosby Eells, "Surveys of Higher American Education. 11 
The Carnegie F'oundation for the Advancement of Te aching, New 
York, 1937, p. 113. 
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or quite possibly because of it, questionnaires in educational 
investig ations have aroused much adverse criticism, some of 
i t valid. Th e argu m e nt s pro and con have been advanced in 
t he liter ature for many years. The p r e sentations of tho s e who 
would d efend and those who would eliminate the questionnai r e 
as an instrument of research have :r•anged from scholarly ex-
positions to unanswerable diatribes. An example of the most 
scathing type o f c r iticism levele d at the qu e stionna ire is 
t h is statement ~y F . Hankinson, 
It wa s enough that men and women mus t be a r the bu r den 
of the sins of their first parents, and the -happy de-
lusion was fostered that there mi ght be res~ite and free-
hear ted enjoyment until childhood was p ast. 'rhen ca.'lle 
t he blight of the questi onna ire , the most sinister 
e vi dence of its unholy origin be i n g the fact that is i s 
upon t h e Y~l.tng that its grip is most heavy and most in-
e scap able .Y 
Supporting the questionnaire as a definitely accep ted 
t echni que in educati onal research a r e the se sta t ement s , 
I t is the easiest thing in the worn to condemn the 
questi onnaire indiscriminately, and the state of min d 
engendered by our recent experience mi ght justify yield-
ing to temptation. Yet we a r e convinced that something 
good mays till be sai d for this overworke d and much 
a bus e d method of secur ing i n f ormation ••• 
We o f fer a word, therefore , in behalf o f the que stion-
nai r e on thes e counts. First, it often aff ords the 
only me ans of securing information ••• Second, the topic 
must b e worthy; it must not be trivial. Assu r e d on 
these t wo p oints, the investi gator should bold+y decide 
to issue his blank. Third, the rec ipients of question-
naires owe some thing to the cau se of education. Many 
V Frank Hankinson, nThe Blight of the ·u e s ti onnai re", Educa-
ti onal Review, (February, 1927), 73:102-108. 
~· 'Boston Uni vers:l. ~Y 
· 'School of Educatlon 
··- Library 
who loudly condemn these insturments are g lad enough 
to have the educati onal chariot move forward, yet are 
u nwilling to put their shoulders to _the wheel ••• 
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As we see it, therefore, the indi scr liainate censure of 
t he questionnaire is unjustified. Rightly used it is a 
proper and indeed an inevitable me ans of securing i n for-
mation. Moreover, a real obligati on rests upon educa-
tional people to coll£~ibute something through this means 
to the g eneral good.:! 
Ac·tually, in all the criticism which have been made of 
the questionnaire in the educational literature, there is 
continual evidence that the quarrel is not with the use of 
the questionnaire as a data gathering device in research, but 
rather is with the misuse of the ins trument. Recognizing this, 
. . gj it would be well to heed the admon~t~ons of Koos and of Eells 
below in using the utmost care in the construction and dis-
tribution of the questionnaire. 
F'or gathering certain types of information the 
questionnaire is the only feasible means. When properly 
safeguarded, it is entirely satisfactory. Due attention 
should be given to its careful formulati on, to the deter-
mination of those who are to receive it, to conditions 
of distribution, to the exp lanation· of its purpos~i nnd 
t o the number and percentage of r epli e s received.-
The admonitions of these authors and pthers not quoted 
have been followed in the pattern of the current investigation. 
The provisions for each of the recommended procedures have 
been chronicled in detail in this and the preceding chapter s . 
1/Journal of Educational Research, An Editorial (June, 1926), 
14:51-58. 
gACoos, ~oc. cit. 
~Eells , :b,oc. cit. 
Use of the term "Inquiry Form".-- As a result of the 
critic ism of the ques tiormaire, there is evident a tendency 
to move away from the use of the word 11 Q.uestionnaire 11 in the 
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title of instruments for securing data. Such a practice cer-
tainly should prove of value in removing at least one element 
which mi ght produce a ne gative mindset on the part of the 
potential respondent. In disuussing the criteria for the 
appra i sal of questionnaires, menti on has often been made of 
the importance of the willingness and the ability of the 
persons a pproached to make reliable answers. A favorable 
attitude on the part of those in the survey cannot be over-
rate d as a f actor contributing to the success of a study 
using normative-survey techniques. 
A recent survey of the characteristics of local teacher y 
assoc i ati ons and a study of the status and org anization of 
g/ 
the beginning course in the history of educati on used the 
term "Inquiry Form" in preferenc e to the more common term 
" Qu e s t ionnaire" and appeared to have marked success in re-
lation to total acceptable response. Therefore, the major 
sources of data for this investigation were three carefully 
1/Frank L. Steeves, A Stud* of the Characteristics of ~ocal 
Teachers' Associations inew England and New York State, 
Unpublished Doctor's Dissertation, Boston University, 1949, 
p. 72. 
g/Donald W. Russell, The Status and Or ganization of the Begin-
ning Course in the History of Education, Unpublished Doctor 1 s 
Dissertati on, Boston University, 1950, p. 55. 
5 4 
11 
constructed questionnaires, t ermed Inquiry Forms in order 
to affect their acceptance by the recipients vvi th the p rob-
a bi l ity of a resultant incr ease in the total number of usable 
r e sponses. 
Selecti on of Items for the Inquiry form.-- The sources 
o f the items which have b e en include d in the instrument of 
research have been discussed previously in Chapter III, 
gj 
Methods of Procedure. Books, peri odicals, unpublished mater-
ials, rat i ng scales, checklists, and other recommendati ons 
were e x amined and analyzed c a refully. The purpose of this 
examination was to isolate every me a sur e of competence or 
method of determining competence suggested in any of these 
sourc e s. This was carried on over a period of many months to 
mak e certain that the i nquiry form finally developed for sub -
mission to the survey population would be truly representa tive 
o f the thought and practice in the areas of evaluation of 
teachers for supervision or for relating salary to competence. 
!Jhere is available a wide range of materials pertaining to 
the construction, use, validation, and value of the question-
naire. The p rocedur es advocated by rese a rch spe cialists have 
been f ollowed very carefully in the construction of the in-
struments used in this investigation. Listed below are some 
of the sources of essential re ading in this area. 
a. Good, Barr, and Scates, 2£• cit. 
b • \ .o o s , .Q.E.. c i t • 
c. "Observational Methods of Re se arch", Review of Ed-
ucational Research, ( December, 1948 ), 18: 430 
d. " The ~uesti onnaire 11 , National Education Association 
Research Bulletin, (January, 1930). 
g/pp. 28 - 29. 
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As each referra l to a measure or method of determining 
competence wa s culled out of a eource, it was recorded on a 
three by five file card. On each card also was entered the 
source of the item together with a notation as to whether it 
should be classified as a "measure'' or as a "method." As 
these items were collected, they were filed alphabetically by 
source for reference in constructing t he inquiry form. 
When the number of ~otential items reached a size which 
seemed to lend itself to fur t her refinement, work was be gu~ 
on the cl as sification into basic categori e s. This was carried 
on concurrently with search through the promising sources. 
FUrthe r study of each item was made to either retain or to 
change the classification of each of the s e as a measure or as 
a method. Analysis of the items revealed a pattern or sequence 
of ide a s critical to the categorizing of the items. This 
pattern embraced a dichotomy: Characteristics of Teachers 
and Characteristics of Teaching. Each element of this dic-
hotomy was further refined as follows: 
1. Perfo r mance 
a. Instructional 
b. Non-Instructional 
c. Pupil Results 
2. Personal 
3. Professional 
With the completion of the organization and cle.zsifica-
tion of the potential items, attention was turned toward the 
solution of another major problem in the sequence of develop-
ing the research instrument. 
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The number of individual items obtained for survey purposes 
was so large as to give grave concern as to the possibilities 
of treating all items. An inquiry form containing each and. 
every item in the list would certainly be unwieldy. To ask 
t he recipients of the inquiry forms to make a judgment on all 
items would be presumptuous. No member of the survey popula-
tion could be expected to give the time necessary for intelli-
gent and truthful reaction, even assuming that these many 
items could be presented in a meaningful manner. The qnly 
course open was to reduce the number of items to be included 
in t he inquiry form. Accepting the need for a reduction in 
the number of items to be considered if the presentation were 
to be a meaningful one, a decision had to be made as to the 
basis for determining the selection of the items to be r e tained. 
Two bases for sel~ction of the items were considered. 
First, a random sampling could be taken of the complete list 
of items to obtain a group of such a size as to be adequately 
treated through the time and facilities available to this in-
vestig ation. Secondly, the items to be considered could be 
combined and synthesized in a manner which would a gain yield 
a master list f " items meeting~ t he needs of the study while 
not overtaxing t h e capabilities or good will of these coop-
erating in t he investigation. It was decided that the random 
sanpl i n e; o f items would not fit the pattern of investigation. 
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The work o f combining and synthesizing items was done for each 
category . This was essentially a problem in s emantics, in r e-
taining those terms whose meaning embraced that o f se veral 
others. Gradually, t he master list developed of those items 
general enou gh to cover the ideas c ontained in items which 
were no.t included an d also of thos e i terns not lending them-
selves to a ene ralization. It was of course recognized t hat 
as a term becomes more general it loses some of its powers o f 
discriminat ion. hl Uch of the work in teacher evaluation has 
s u ffe re d on this basis. The elements of many rating scales 
and checklists have been so broad and open to so many im.; er -
pretati ons as to cause confusi on and distrust part icularly 
on the p art of those being evaluated. However, the purp ose s 
of this study was to develop statistics and r ecommendati ons 
to serve as a guide to those who may be eng a ged in bu:!_ldint:S 
a program for teacher evaluation, though at no point in the 
study has any claim been made for the use o f the inqu iry form 
as instruments for teacher evaluation. 
Guiding in the selecti on of items for pre s entat ion in 
the i nquiry form vi e r e the questions which had been formulated 
as a means of elicitine re a ctions from the members of the 
survey population. These questions had been as designed and 
1/Such a t re atment was not abandoned entirely. Some of the 
sug 0 est i ons for further research in Chapter VIII are to t his 
point. 
,- 8' ;) ' 
phrased so as to direct the respondent into giving evidence 
of the de gree of acceptability to him of the many, diverse 
elements of the task of determining teacher competence. At 
the s a me time it was necessary to keep in mind that the items 
selected were to be submitted for judgment to three groups: 
those being evaluated, those doing the evaluating , and school 
patrons~ referred to in the forms: teachers, staff members 
other than teachers, and lay people. It was felt that inso-
far as was possible the three forms of the research instru-
ment should contain the same material couched in the same 
phraseology. The master list of items and the questions for 
determining acceptance were criticized by the author's 
a dvisory committee who approved the final versions. 
Makeup of the inquiry form.-- There is a need here for 
at least a brief discussion of the makeup and appearance of 
v 
the inquiry forms used in the investigation. 'l'he instruments 
were desi gned to obnain reactions to the items selected by 
three group s of respondents. Efforts were made to maintain 
the hi ghest possible degree of consistency throughout the 
three forms. Because of the nature of the three groups of 
recipients, the census and an identifying data at the begin-
ning were different, though much of that for "Teachers" and 
"Staff Members 11 was a duplic a tion. 
i/Copies of the t:b_ree forms of the rese.arch instrument, the 
covering letters, and the letters and postal ca rds used in 
the followup are included in the Appendix. 
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The Scale of Acceptability, which will be discussed in 
more detail in the next section of this chapter, was so planned 
and developed as to be used without modification with each of 
the three groups of teachers, other members of the faculty, 
and lay people. It was considered of prime importance to se-
cure the reactions o f each group on the same form, thus making 
possible direct comparisons of the degree of acceptance of 
the items. 
The stubs and the items in the questions submitted to 
the groups were the same for all with but two ex ceptions. The 
first exception was in the wording of the stub of question 
two. It was felt that the reactions by the teachers would 
more truly reflect their feeling s if the questions were posed 
on a personal ba sis. For this reason the wording for teachers 
sought the degree of acceptability for judg ing "your'' effect-
iveness. With the staff members and lay people, the wording 
11 a teacher's" was used. The second exception concerned the 
lay p eople and questions eight and nine. These que s tions dealt 
with the time available for judging in the respondent's school. 
Since the lay people being polled were not in a position to 
respond with such information, the two questions were omitted 
from t he ~nquiry form for lay people. 
As an aid to clarity and to continuity of thought in re-
sponding to the inquiry f orm, sub-heads were used. The ques-
tions dealing with a particular phase of the investigation 
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were group ed on the basis of their concern with the " Factors", 
"Personnel" or 11 Time 11 involved in the determination of teacher 
. 
effectiveness. •uch of the literature in the field of the 
determination of teacher competence uses the term "Teaching 
efficiency 11 to indicate that which is being measured. For 
many people the term means only those things which are done 
as a part of or accomplished as a result of the instructional 
process carried on in a classroom. Such a connotation is much 
too restrictive for the purposes of this investig ation. There-
fore, the phrase "teacher effectiveness" has been used through-
out the survey to indicate the interaction of the teacher with 
all phases of her environment, whether pupils, other teachers, 
administrators, or lay people, and whe t her in school or out. 
This broad interpretation of the term is in keeping with the 
modern educational thought of the teacher as a full-fledged 
member of society. 
The copies of the inquiry forms for the tryout were 
duplicated on four sheets. For the 49 in the tryout popula-
tion this method of reproduction was adequate. However, 
printed forms : offer these advantages over mimeographed forms 
for a study such as this: 
1. Neatness and readibility 
2. Attractiveness of makepp 
3. L ess bulky and foreboding 
Therefore, despite the increased cost for printed forms, 
it was decided that such preparaticn would do much toward 
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increasing the percentage of returns. Considering the . survey 
population of over 2,000 and the hi gh percentage of returns, 
the additional initial cost has seemed well spent. 
The scale of acceptability used in the inquiry form.--
The purpose of the study was to determine the degree of accept-
ance of the measures of competence and methods of applying 
them which were included in the inquiry form. The inquiry in-
strument was constructed to obtain reactions from the three 
groups of people in the survey population. Because the con-
cern was with reactions and opinions, t he use of weighted 
scores seemed necessary in order to make directly comparable 
the reactions of the various people being polled. The index 
figure obtained for each item was to be based on the percent-
a ge of possibility. That is, each index indicating the degree 
of acceptance would represent a percentage of the total possible 
score. The total score possible would be obtained as the pro-
duct of the highest weight and the total frequency of replies 
to a particular item. 
The first form of the scale of acceptability consisted 
of a line with its terminal points defined. The respondents 
were directed to place a check mark along the line at a point 
indicating the degree of their reaction for each item. The 
placements of the checkmarks were to be converted into weights 
by the investigator by applying to each line a ruler marked 
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oFf into ten sections. Each section was assigne d a wei ght of 
from one to ten extendinc from lowest to highest. The weight 
for each item was to be written on a line after each item. 
'I'his first scale was abandoned because of the size of the sur-
vey population. The amount of time and effort necessary to 
precode each item in this manner was prohibitive. Of great 
bearing on this decision not to use this form was the fact 
that experience with ranking and rating has shown that the 
av0rage person finds difficulty in classifying his reactions 
into a s many as ten divisions. 
The second form of the scale was set up as a line divided 
into five sections. The lowest point, the midpoint, and the 
highest point were defined as guides. The directions asked 
for the placement of a checkmark along the line. This arrange-
ment made it possible to determine the respective weights eas-
ily by inspection. This form was used in the tryout. Some 
difficulty was encountered in interpreting the value o f a check 
mark placed at the point of division betwe en two sections. 
In order to eliminate any necessity for the punch-c aard operator 
to exercise judgment as to the wei ght to be assigned, the 
second form of the scale was not used in the final version. 
The scale as finally a pproved a ppears in the inquiry form 
in the appendix. It is composed of the figures from one to 
five spaced as to indicate a scale of values. Again three 
point s were defined and the figures 11 2 11 and "4" were identified 
in the instructions as being midway between ":L i ttle" and 
11 Some 11 and "Some" and "Great" respectively. The number 
corresponding to the reaction of the respondent was to be 
encircled. The advantage of this arrangment over either of 
the othe r s was that the scale became entirely self-coding and 
adapted to machine tabula tion. 
Since it seemed desirable to be as consistent as poss-
ible, much thought and effort were spent in developing the 
definitions to be used for three points on the scale. The 
wording of the stubs of the questions and the definitions 
required great care in formulation in order to be compatible. 
As a result of this effort the same scale of acceptability 
has been used for successive questions and in each of the 
three forms. Since the highest possible score for e a ch item 
was a 11 five"; the percentages of possibilities were secured 
by dividing the total response by five times the number of 
cases. 
There have been many warning s in the literature caution-
ing the avoidance of the 11halo 11 effect in the use of a scale 
such as this. Suggestions have been made for alternating 
the directi on of the scale, either ··item by item or from 
que stion by question. Other authors reconwend that the scale 
ascentl in value from right to left to avoid the normal move-
ment from left to right. It is sug gested by others that the 
mechanical makep.p will have no effect on the p attern of 
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response. The research on this point of the 11halo 11 eff ect 
of a particular arrangement is inconclusive. Studi e s may be 
cited to prove both contentions. Therefore, the present 
study used the scale in the form which would seem to be most 
convenient and least confusing to the respondents. The 
possibilities of the emergence of a 11 halo 11 effect were not 
dismissed as of no consequence however. In the evaluation 
and the analysis of the tryout of the experimental form par-
ticular attention was paid to the pattern of responses on 
individual forms and in the group totals. The replies were 
spread through a total rang e of five points on the scale and 
there was no consistent bunching of the responses to indicate 
that the person responding failed to discriminate in indica-
ting his reactions to the various items. 
The survey o f the literature and the study of the items 
as cited above w8 s completed in the Summer of 1952. The 
format of the experimental version of the research instru~ 
ments was settled upon, and the items were arranged in ari 
order of relationship tending to simplify the efforts of the 
respondents. These final versions of the three experimental 
forms were then duplicated and prepared for distribution. 
All inquiry forms were issued with a stamped, return addressed 
envelope to assure privacy of personal information for all 
who responded to the instrur.tents. 
Choice of cormnunity for evaluation of experimental versions 
of' the instrument.-- The town of Tewksbury, .Massachusetts, was 
selected as the site for• the try-out. Tewksbury is a rapidly 
growing, nearly entirely residential community of about 8,000 
population. As the hometown and the pl a ce of employment~ 
the author, this community s e emed eminently suited for evalua-
ting the experimental versions of t he inquiry form on the two 
important bases. First, it would be possible to obtain a 
return of 100 per cent. Secondly, arrangements could be ma de 
to discuss the form with each respondent with a view to dis-
covering weak or ambiguous items. 
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.. r:l1he tryout was carried on in Tewksbury in October of 
1952, after the pressure of opening activiti e s was over. Such 
timing for the tryout enabled the teachers to complete the 
fo r ms without p ressure and to c-rystallize their reactions to 
the survey instrument. This in turn enabled them to convey, 
through personal interview with the author, difficulti e s en-
countered in responding, either through directions which were 
not cle ar or meanings needing amplification or c larification. 
~he tryou t population consisted of 37 teachers in grades one 
through t welve, the six staff members other than teachers, 
and six lay people, a total of 49. Table 9 shows the dis-
"Gribution by position of the population responding to the 
~xperimental forms. 
~C able a. The Distribution by Pos:ition of the Population Re s-
ponding to the Experimental versions of the Instru-
ment. 
(C oncluded on Next Page) 
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Table 9. (Concluded) 
a 
Te achers Staff Members L_ay People 
Position Number Grade I Number 
taught responding r e sponding 
Position~ Number 
responding 
(1) (2) (3J (4) ( 5} ( 6) 
1-3 12 I Super in- 1 School 
I tendent committee 3 4-6 10 Supervisors 3 P.T.A. 
I president 1 1 
I 
7-9 8 I Supervising Service I 
Princip al 1 Club 
10-12 7 Pre sident 2 
Teaching 
I principal 1 } 
Total 37 Total 6 Total 6 
Grand Total 49 
y FOlr' convenience in the t§,ble t his shortened form of the 
heading , "Staff Membe rs Ot her Than Teachers II, is use.d. 
Each of the groups discussed in Chapter III as a part of 
the method of cho osing the survey population for the complete 
study was represented. Revisions of the instrument were 
carried out on the assumption that the reactions of this 
sampl i n g to the instrument would be rep r es entative of those 
of the larger group. 
Tabulation of the tryout was done by hand on ruled paper 
24 by 36 inches in size. This paper was set up in a manner 
to f acilitate the plotting of frequencies in the weighting s 
of each item and for determining the total assi gned weight . 
Special tabular forms wer.e. duplicated for use in the working 
out of the percentage s of possibilities from the weightings . 
llachine tabulation was not de emed advisable f or the tryout 
because a great deal can be learne d by the investigator who 
actually do e s his own tabulat ion. 
The student must e x amine individual situ ations as such, 
seeking for elements of interest an d significanc e in 
each. If he de pends upon a mechanical tabulati on of 
questionnaire results concerning prac t ices and condit-
ions, he will miss many of the opportunities for real 
insight into the conditions. He will probably desi re 
t o secure the statistical aspects of his returns, but 
he wil l also bear in mind tha t fi gures tell but a small 
part o f any study, and he will 9~ alert for discovering 
other valuable aspects of data.lt 
ti 7 
Revisions of the inquiry form resulting from the tryout.--
The 49 c ompleted inquiny forms were processed and analyzed to 
discover those areas not contributing to ease o f scoring either 
through misinterpretati on or through l ack of specificity. The 
analysis also revealed those items lacking in discrimination 
by not being assign ed at least three values in the scale of 
acceptability of each item. 
Two changes resulted from this treatment. The f irst was 
a rewording o f t he item requesting the respondent to "Encircle 
the level s at which you teach. 11 Some teachers had indicated 
all grade levels taught throughout their careers. This mis-
understanding was eliminated by directing the respondent to 
TI Ench•cle the one fi gure which indicates your major teaching 
assi gnment." The other change was the elimination from 
l/Good, Barr, and Scates, ££• cit., p. 334 
question number three of two items having to do with group s 
of lay people and educators judg ing teaching . These items 
failed to meet the criterion of discrimination, one being 
assi ~ned onlvmo value s on the scale and the other being 
0 " 
assi8ned only one. 
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Vi i th the completion of the analysis of the experime n t al 
inquiny forms, plans were made for interviewing each member 
of t he tryout population to determine the presence in the in-
quiry forms of ambi guous items or of directions needing clar-
ificat ion. A simple checklist consisting of three questions 
was employed to aid in the interviews. These guide questions 
were: 
1. Which questions caused you difficulty? 
2. ~hat elements of the questi on were not clear? 
3. What change s in the makeup would make responding to 
the que stions easier for you? 
In considerati on of the discussions with the exp erimental 
group in Tewksbury, it seemed advisable to reV{rite the s t ubs 
of qu e stions three, four, ei ght, and ten to make them more 
direct and to remove their tendency to be misinterpreted. 
Incorporating these eliminations and changes in the r e-
constituted inquiry f orms completed the activitie s o f the 
tryout period. The ne x t step in the d e velopment of the in-
strument was prepar ing it for treatment by the punch-card 
technique using mechanical tabulation. The d iscussion of the 
prepa ration for machine tabulation which follows completes 
the presentation of the development of the research instru-
ments. 
Revisions of makeup necessary ~or machine tabulation.--
Because of the time and effort involved in processing the 49 
replie s in the tryout, it was clear that every effort should 
be applied toward making the inquiry forms completely self-
coding. In order to accomplish this, three major revisions 
of the format were necessary: 
1. To revamp the arrangement for obtaining the ident-
ifying or census data 
2. To change the method of indicating the degree of 
acceptability 
3. To rewrite the stubs of questions five and six. 
These preparations for self-coding were not as drastic 
as the listing might seem to indicate. Actually, the exper-
imental f orms had been built with a consideration of the use 
of punch-cards. 
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The arrangement of the items for securing identifying 
data was changed from horizont al to vertical alignment, thus 
facilitat i ng punching by the operator. This new set-up seemed 
to have the added advantage of making the form appear less 
crowded and therefore easier to read. The scale for indicat-
ing acceptability in the experimental forms consisted of a 
line divided into five sections. Three of these sections were 
defined to indicate thee extremes and the midpoint of the 
scale. The respondent was directed to i ndicate by a check 
mark along the line the de gree of acceptability to him of 
70' 
the particular item being scored. ':Phe check marks were assi gn-
ed weights of from one to five depending on t heir positions 
along the line. It was necessary for the author to process 
the forms item by item in assigning weights. While this pro-
cedure was ;feasible on the tryout, it would be far too time 
consuming with a large population. Therefore, the actual 
wei ghts of from one to five were substituted for the scale 
line, keeping the same three points defined. IDirections t o 
t he respondent were changed to read "Encircle the fi gure to 
indicate the de gree of acceptability." 
In the expe rimental forms, question five asked the res-
pondent to show his preference for having teaching judged by 
each of ten people by ranking these people from one to ten. 
A ranking item such as this does not lend itself to treatment 
by mechanical tabulation. The question was rewritten, retain-
ing ten people, but this time asking that the respondent in-
dicate the one he would "most p refer" and the one he would 
"le a st prefer" to h ave judge teaching . The "preference" 
sense of the question was not lost with this change, but it 
would now be possible conveniently to treat the responses 
statistically. 
~uestion six posed a problem similar to that of question 
fi ve above. Using the same list of people as in question 
five, the respondent was requested to indicate, by checking, 
the combination o f the persons listed which would insure the 
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fairest judgment of a te acher's effectiveness. Again the num-
ber of p ossibilities in the responses presented undue difficul-
ties for machine treatment. On the basis of experience with 
the tryout, it was decided to restrict to ' five the maximum 
number of members possible ·in any combination. This r es.tric-
tion wa s accomplished by combining the ten . people being con-
si dered into five cate gories and instructing the r.esponde.nts 
to check those categori e s which should be combined i~ · order' 
to yield the fairest judgment of a teacher' s· effectiveness. 
V1 i th the making of the changes indicated in the areas . dis-
cus sed above, the three forms o'f the inquiry were , acceptable 
for machine tabulation. No further revisions were made and the 
survey forms were printed and prepared for· d istribution. The 
con-struction and preparation of the three forms of the instru-
ment of research was an essential prerequisite to the gathering 
of the data. Chapter V which follows will consider in detail 
the responses obtained from the use of the survey instruments. 
It will present the data through tables and discussion which 
indicates the reactions of those concerned with the recommenda-
tions which have been made as to measures of competence and 
methods o f applying the m to be used in teacher evaluation ·pro-
gramil. 
CHAPTER V 
ACCEPTABILITY BY THE ENTIRE SURVEY POPULATION OF METHODS AND 
MEASURES PROPOSED FOR EVALUATION 
The purpose of the study was to determine the acceptability of certain 
methods and measures proposed for the evaluation of a teacher's effective-
ness. The normative survey approach was used in this investigation to 
obtain the reactions to these proposals for teacher evaluation from three 
groups: those being evaluated (teachers), those doing the evaluating 
(staf~ members other than teachers), and school patrons (1~ people). 
These groups were chosen to participate in the study because of their in-
terest and concern with the results of a program for determining a teacher's 
effectiveness. 
The questions in the inquiry forms were formulated as an outgrowth of 
a study of the literature in the field of teacher evaluation and competence. 
The same inquiry fonn was sent to each group except that with lay people 
two questions, Question VIII and t~estion IX, were omitted as not being 
applicable. Each respondent was asked to indicate the degree of accept-
ability of an item by assigning to it a weight along the following ·five-
point scale: .;Li=·~t~t=l~e=-_...;S:;.a;::m;;.;e:;._--:---=G==I'~ • 
l 2 3 4 5 
In this chapter the data obtained have been interpreted in terms of 
the acceptability of methods and measures of evaluation to each of these 
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groups, teachers , staff members other than teachers , and lay people. For 
each question the results have been presented in the following two for.ms: 
1. In one table, the frequency of ass ignment of each point on the 
scale with the resultant total weighted score 
2. In a table :immediately following, the 11 Index of Acceptability,n 
a percentage of possibility, together with the rank order of 
each item. 
The methods of determining the total weighted score and the index of 
acceptability (percentage of possibility) have been described in Chapter 
III, pages 34-35, and in Chapter IV, pages 61-63. 
Number and types of participants.- The results to be presented first 
are those for the entire group responding ~~ the inquiry for.ms, consist-
ing of 958 ~eachers , 298 Staff Members Other Than Teachers, and 242 Lay 
People. The results obtained for each question in the inquiry forms will 
be presented as received from each of these types. Included in the total 
of 1,498 participants to be treated in Chapter V are the respondents from 
the communities having a merit-salary program and those not having a 
merit-salary program to be reported in Chapter VI and ccmmunities in the 
following population sizes reported in Chapter VII: 
1. Communities of under 5,000 population 
2. c~rununities of 5,000 to 10,000 population 
3. Communities of 10,000 to 30,000 population 
4 . Communities of over 30,000 population. 
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The first question in the inquiry form requested the respondents to 
evaluate on the scale certain personal characteristics for use in determining 
a teacher's effectiveness. 
Tables 10 and 11 express the reactions of the 958 teachers in the 
investigation to these personal characteristics proposed f or evaluation. 
Table 10. Frequencies of Reactions of 956 Teachers to Personal 
Characteristics Proposed for Evaluation 
Frequencies f or Assigned 
Vieights 
Personal Characteristic 
1 2 3 4 5 
(1) (2) (3) (4) ( 5) (6) 
Habits of work ••.••••••••••••• 8 11 176 341 421 
Physical well-being ••••••••• •• 6 21 185 365 380 
Emotional stability ••••••••••• 1 4 37 205 711 
Appearance •••••••••••••••••••• 20 22 260 406 249 
Att i tude towa~d work •••••••••• 5 11 45 209 687 
Breadth of i nt erests and 
talents ••••••••••••••••••••••• 11 30 260 390 266 
Dependability • ••••••••••••••• • 5 7 78 208 659 
Cooperation ••••••••••••••••••• 5 9 86 276 582 
Sense of proportion ••••••••••• 9 18 200 377 353 
Sense of humor •••••••••••••• •• 24 43 203 323 365 
Adaptability ••••••••••••••••• • 1 13 139 316 489 
Total 
Weighted 
Score 
(71 
4027 
3963 
4465 
3213 
4433 
3741 
4380 
4274 
3918 
3836 
4253 
The major portion of the teachers responding assigned to each of the 
personal characteristics scale values from 3, "some", through 5, 11 Great 11 1 
However, each of these personal characteri stics was considered by at least 
one teacher to be of value 1, 11 Uttle 11 , in determining a teacher's effect-
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i veness . "Emotional stability" and 11 Attitude toward work" showed the largest 
total weighted scores. 
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Table 10 shows the frequency of the weights assigned and the resultant 
"Total Weighted Score 11 • Table ll carries over the 11Total Weighted Score" 
and gives the "Index of Acceptability11 in per cent and the ttRank" for the 
same items as in Table 10. 
Table 11. Degree of Acceptability by 958 Teachers of Personal 
Characteristics Proposed for Evaluation 
Total I ndex of 
Personal Characteristics Weighted Accept-
Score ability 
_(ll _(2) (3 ) 
Habits of work • . •• ••• • ••••••••• • • 4027 84 
Physical well-being •••••••••• • • • •• 3963 83 
Emotional stability •• • • • •• •• •• •• • • 4465 93 
Appearance •••••••••••••••• ••• ••••• 3213 67 
Attitude tmvard work • • •••••• •• •• • • 4433 93 
Breadth of interests and talents • • 3741 78 
DependabilitY•••• ••• • • • •• • • •• • •• • • 4380 91 
Cooperation •• •••• ••• ••• •••• • • • •• •• 4274 89 
Sense of proportion •• • •• • •• • •••• • • 3918 82 
Sense of humor ••••• • ••••••• • ••• • •• 3836 80 
Adaptability • •• • •• • ••••••••••••• •• 4253 89 
Rank 
(4) 
6 
7 
1 
ll 
2 
10 
3 
4 
8 
9 
5 
Following the first and second ranked characteristics very closely were 
ucooperation" and "Adaptability" each with an index of 89. The teachers 
responding .felt that 11Appearance 11 was least acceptable as a measure o.f a 
teacher's effectiveness . 
The reactions of the staff members other than teachers reported in 
Tables 12 and 13 to the personal characteristics proposed far evaluation 
shovi generally higher weightings than those of the teachers. 
Table 12. Frequencies of Reactions of 298 Staff Members Other Than 
Teachers to Personal Characteristics Proposed for E¥aluation 
Frequencies for Assigned Total 
16 
Personal Characteristic Weights Weighted Score 
1 2 3 4 5 
(1) (2) (3 ) (4) (5) (6) (7} 
Habits of work ••••••••••••••• 0 6 42 105 144 1278 
Physical well-being •••••••••• 4 1 52 133 108 1234 
Emotional stability •••••••••• 1 I 2 12 55 228 1401 Appearance ••••••••• • •••• •••• • 3 3 72 144 76 1181 I 
Attitude toward work ••••••••• 1 1 17 59 220 1390 
Breadth of interests and I 
talents •••••••••••••••••••••• 2 6 80 125 84 1174 
Dependability ••••.•••• ••• •••• 0 3 13 53 229 1402 
Cooperation •••••••••••••••••• 0 3 10 75 210 1386 
Sense of proportion •••••••••• 1 I 7 54 134 102 1223 
Sense of humor ••••••••••••••• 8 10 77 104 99 1170 
! 
·' 
Adaptability ••••••••••••••••• 0 5 30 132 131 1283 
I I 
I 
The reader is reminded that because of the difference in the number 
of cases the frequencies for the weights assigned and the 11Total Weighted 
Scores" for staff members other than teacher and for lay people must of 
necessity be lower than those for teachers. The Index of Acceptability 
and the Rank have been so determined by converting the Total Weighted 
Scores as to make directly ccmparable the results for the three groups 
participating. 
Table 13 shows the staff members to differ frQn the teachers also in 
the degree of acceptability of the personal characteristics. 
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Table 13. Degree of Acceptability by 298 Staff Members Other Than Teacher s 
of the Personal Characteristics Proposed for Evaluation 
Total Index of 
Personal Characteristics Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Habits of work •••••••••••••••••••• 1278 86 6 
Physical well-being ••••••••••••••• . 1234 83 7 
Emotional stability, •••••••••••••• . 1401 94 2 
Appearance •••••••••••••••••••••••• 1181 79 9 
Attitude toward work •••••••••••••• 1390 93 I 3 
Breadth of interests and talents 1174 79 10 
DependabilitY••••••••••••••••••••• 1302 
' 
94 1 
Cooperation ••••••••••••••••••••••• 1386 93 4 
Sense of proportion ••••••••••••••• 1323 82 8 
Sense of humor •••••••••••••••••••• 1170 79 11 
Adaptability •••••••••••••••••••••• 1283 I 86 5 
I I 
The three items ranked highest were the same, but the order was differ-
ent. Staff members considered "Dependability" as of greatest value and 
"Emotional stability" to be next. The staff members felt that a 11Sense of 
humor" should be given least consideration. 
Table 14 and Table 15 show the acceptability by the 242 lay people in 
the investigation of the personal characteristics proposed for evaluation. 
Table 14. Frequencies of Reactions of 242 Lay People to the Personal 
Characteristics Proposed for Evaluation 
(Concluded on next page) 
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Table 14. Concluded. 
Frequencies for Assigned To·t.al 
Personal Characteristic Weights Assigned Score 
1 2 3 4 5 
(1) -(2) (3) (4) T5) (6) (7) 
Habits of work ••••••••••••••• 2 6 52 85 96 990 
Physical well-being •••••••••• 2 13 59 80 88 964 
Emotional stability •••••••••• 0 0 12 50 180 1176 
Appearance ••••••••••••••••••• 5 12 82 87 56 903 
Attitude toward work ••••••••• 1 3 14 51 173 1118 
Breadth of interests and 
talents•••••••••••••••••••••• 2 10 80 85 64 922 
Dependability •••••••••••••••• 0 0 18 62 162 lll2 
Cooperation •••••••••••••••••• 1 0 25 75 141 1082 
Sense of proportion •••••••••• 3 $ 50 91 92 989 
Sense of humor ••••••••••••••• 13 11 76 66 76 907 
Adaptabilit y ••••••••••••••••• 0 5 36 91 110 1032 
The bulk of the reactions presented in Table 14 were in three highest 
categories vdth no weighting of less than 11 311 being assigned to either 
"Emotional stability" or "Dependability". Nearly 75 per cent of the lay 
respendents assigned the maximum score to the item of "Emotional f3tability 11 • 
Table 15. Degree of Acceptability by 242 Lay People of Personal Character-
istics Proposed for Evaluation 
Total Index of 
Personal Characteristics Weighted Accept- Ranl<: 
Score ability 
(1) (2} 13) (4) 
Habits of work ••••••••••••••••• 990 82 6 
Physical well-being •••••••••••• 964 80 8 
Emotional stability •••••••••••• 1176 97 1 
Appearance ••••••••••••••••••••• 903 75 11 
Attitude toward work ••••••••••• 1118 92 2 
(Concluded on next page' 
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Table 15. Concluded . 
Total Index of 
Personal Characteristics Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score abil ity 
_il) (2 ) (3) (4) 
Breadth of interests and talents 922 76 9 
DependabilitY••••• • ••••••••••••• 1112 92 3 
Cooperation ••••• •• •••• ••••••• • • • 1082 89 4 
Sense of proportion •••• • ••• -•••• • 989 82 7 
Sense of humor ••••• • ••••••• • •• •• 907 75 10 
Adaptability • ••••••••••••••••••• 1032 85 5 
Further indication of the importance of this item may be seen in Table 
15. Here the index of acceptability is 97, the highest for any item in the 
inquiry fonn . Comparison of Tables 11 and 15 show that the teachers and 
lay people agreed upon the items to be ranked in acceptability from one to 
six. They also agreed on a teacher's appearance as carrying the least 
weight. All three groups in the investigation ranked the following items 
in either first, second, or third position: Emotional stability, Attitude 
toward work, and Dependability. 
Acceptability of further measures of a teacher's effectiveness .- 11 In 
judging a teacher's effectivenss, how much weight would you give to each of 
the following?" was the second question. The degree of acceptability is 
indicated in Tables 16 and 17. 
The ~requencies of the reactions of the 958 teachers to these suggested 
measures of a teacher's effectivenss show considerable variation in Table 16. 
More than two thirds of the teachers assigned the highest score to 11Discip-
line". "General instructional skill" and "Providing for individual differenceS" 
follow closely in total weighted score. 
The drop-off in the weights assigr.ed i s ver y sharp t o "Contributing to 
r esprit de corps"' in fourth place . · 11Economy of suppl i es and pr- opertyn 
and 11 Cle rical effi ciency 11 each had an index of acceptabili ty of 60 and the 
ranks were 15 and 16. 
Table 16 . Frequencies of Reactions of 958 Teachers t o Measures of a 
Teachers Effectiveness 
Measures of Effect iveness 
Fr equencies for Assigned Total 
Weights Weighted 
1 2 3 4 5 Score 
(1) (2) (3) (4) r'>Y m (7 ) 
Class progress, objectively ... 
measured •• • •••• • •••.•••••• • • 16 24 305 358 255 3686 
Use of new methods •••••••••• 11 42 447 333 125 3393 
Providing for indivi dual 
di fferences ••••••• ••• •• • •••• 1 9 125 291 532 4218 
General instructional skill. 1 4 59 320 574 4336 
Control of physical 
conditions • • ••••••• • •••• • ••• 63 104 330 290 170 3271 
Economy of supplies ani 
prpperty •••• • ••• • • •• ••••.••• 95 191 372 208 92 2885 
Clerical efficiency ••••••••• 107 159 4CJ7 198 $B 2868 
Discipline • ••• • • •• •••••••••• 2 2 67 235 652 4397 
Sharing school responsibility 13 29 153 302 461 3243 
Contributing to 11 esprit de 
corps 11 ••••••••••••••••••••• • • 17 34 2o6 272 428 3931 
Extra-curricular activiti es 72 108 449 258 71 3022 
Contributing to community 
progress••••• • •• • ••• • •••••••• 56 80 431 246 144 3213 
Acti vity in professional 
groups ••• • ••• • •• • ••••••••• ••• 52 ill 396 292 107 3165 
Enriching ccmm.unity life ••• • • 57 85 451 243 121 3149 
Sensitivity to public 
reaCtion • • •• • ••• • • • •••• • •••• 62 94 366 254 182 3274 
Cooperation with l~en 
in school planning •••••• • •• •• 95 88 298 268 208 3279 
Leadership of children in 
non-school activi ties ••••••• • 131 153 396 202 75 2808 
8 0 
81' 
The degree of acceptability of these measures may be seen more clearly 
in Table 17. The item ranked fifth is 15 index points below "Discipline" 
and most of the items are 20 or more points below the item of greatest 
acceptability. The item ranked lowest with an index of 59 was "leadership" 
of children in non-school activities. 11 
Table 17. Degree of Acceptability of Measures of a Teacher's Effectiveness 
by 958 Teachers 
Measures of Effectiveness 
_(1) 
Class progress, objectively measured. 
Use of new methods ••••••••••••••••••• 
Providing for individual-differences. 
General instructional skill •••••••••• 
Control of physical conditions ••••••• 
Economy of supplies and property •••• , 
Clerical efficiency••• ••••••••••••••• 
Discipline •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Sharing school responsibility •••••••• 
Contributing to "esprit de corps 11 ••• 
Extra-curricular activities •••••••••• 
Contributing to community progress •• 
Activity in professional groups •••••• 
Enriching community life • ••••••••••• 
Sensitivity to public reaction •••••• 
Cooperation with laymen in school 
Total 
Weighted 
Score 
12) 
3686 
3393 
4218 
4336 
3271 
2885 
2868 
4397 
3243 
3931 
3022 
3213 
3165 
3149 
3274 
planning............................... · 3279 
Leader ship of children in non-school 
activities.... ...................... 2808 
I ndex _of 
Accept-
ability 
(3) 
77 
71 
88 
91 
68 
60 
60 
92 
68 
82 
63 
67 
66 
66 
68 
68 
59 
Rank 
(4) 
5 
6 
3 
2 
9 
15 
16 
1 
10 
4 
14 
11 
12 
13 
8 
7 
17 
The pattern of response for t he staff members other than teachers in 
Tables 18 and 19 was similar to that reported above for the teachers, 
although the differences in values assigned are not quite so great . As 
with the teachers , 11Discipline 11 was weighted most highly by staff members 
as a measure of a teacher's effectiveness. 
Table 18. Frequencies of Reactions of 298 Staff Members Other 1ban 
Teachers to Measures of a Teacher 1 s Effe ctiveness . 
Frequencies of Assigned Total 
:Measures of Effectiveness Weights Vleighted 
1 2 3 4 5 
Score 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6 ) 17) 
Class progress, objectively 
measured •••••••••.•••••••••• 2 11 80 114 91 1175 
Use of new methods •••••••••• 2 a 108 132 48 1110 
Providing for individual 
differences ••••••••••••••••• 0 1 34 73 190 1346 
General instructional skill . 0 0 26 81 191 1357 
Control of physical con-
di tions .....• , •....... .. •... 13 31 90 ll9 4l!- 1041 
Economy of supplies and 
property . ..... ...... . .. ..• .• 23 48 116 79 31 938 
Clerical e f ficiency • • ••• . • ,. 39 35 llO 94 20 915 
Discipline •••••••••••••••••• 1 1 14 82 200 1373 
Sharing school responsi-
bility . ....................• 2 10 29 83 174 1311 
Contributing to "esprit de - ·-· 
corps tt •••••••••••••••••••••• 3 9 40 86 160 1285 
Extra-curricular activities. 8 24 124 100 42 1038 
Contributing to community 
progress •••••••••••••••••••• 11 21 133 79 53 1033 
Activity in professional ··-
groups ••• ••••••••••••••••••• 9 20 110 109 49 1060 
Enriching community life •••• 14 23 123 93 44 1021 
Sensitivity t o publi c ... . -
.L • 13 31 96 83 74 1065 reacu~on •..•..••.•..•...•••• 
Cooperation with laymen in . . ... 
school planning ••••••••••••• 19 32 86 97 62 1039 
Leadershi p of children in 
non-s chool activities ••••••• 28 42 lll 79 37 946 
82 
~3 } 
Table 19. Degree of Acceptability of Measures of a Teacher's Effectiveness 
by 298 Staff Members Other Than Teachers 
Measures of Effectiveness 
(1) 
Class progress, ob jectively 
measured ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Use of new methods ............. . 
Providing for individual diff-
erences ••.•.•••••• •• •••..••.••• 
General instructional skill •••• 
Control of physical conditions . 
Economy of supplies and 
property •••••• • ••• ••••••••• •••• 
Clerical effi eiency •• •••••••••• 
Discipline ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Sharing school re sponsibility •• 
Contribut ing to "esprit de 
corpsn••• •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Extra-curricular activities •••• 
Contributing to community 
progress ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Activit y in professional groups 
Enriching community life ••••••• 
Sensitivity to public reaction . 
Cooperation with laymen in 
school planning •• 9••••••••••••• 
Leadership of children in non-
school activities ••••••••• • •••• 
Total 
Weighted 
Score 
1175 
1110 
1346 
1357 
1041 
938 
915 
1373 
1311 
1285 
1038 
1033 
1060 
1021 
1065 
1039 
946 · 
Index of 
Accept-
ability 
(3) 
79 
74 
90 
. 91 
70 
63 
61 
92 
88 
86 
70 
70 
71 
69 
71 
70 
63 
Rank 
6 
7 
3 
2 
JO. 
16 
17 
1 
4 
5 
12 
13 
9 
14 
8 
11 
15 
Tables 20 and 21 report the reactions of the lay people in the in-
vestigation to the same measures of a teacher ' s effectiveness. Table 
20 shows that two thirds of the lqy respondents assigned the highest possi-
ble weight to "Discipline" as did the teachers in Table 16. 
Table 20. Frequencies of Reactions of 242 Lay People to Measures of a 
Teacher's Eff ectiveness 
Frequencies f>r Assigned Total 
84 
Measures of ef fectiv eness Weights Wei ghted 
1 2 3 4 5 Score (1 ) (2) (3) (LJ.) ( 5) (6) (7) 
Class progress, objectively 
measured •••••••••••••••••••••• 2 3 43 92 102 972 
Use of new methods •••••••••••• '-1. 17 105 70 46 863 
Providing for individual 
differences ••••••••••••••••••• 0 3 32 74 133 1063 
General instructional skill • •• 1 3 1{5 76 146 1089 
Control of physical conditions 19 33 86 65 39 799 
Economy of supplies and 
property ••.•.••••••••••.•••••• 33 52 94 44 19 727 
Clerical effieiency • •••••••••• 29 50 115 33 14 606 
Discipline ••• •• ••• •• ••••• ••••• 0 0 16 65 161 1113 
Sharing school responsibility. 0 2 57 83 100 1007 
Contributing to rresprit de 
corps"•••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 4 55 82 101 1006 
Extra-curricular activities •• • 8 21 125 59 29 806 
Contributing to community 
progress •••••• •• •••• • •• ••••••• 11 21 94 67 48 843 
Activity in professional 
groups •••••••••••••••••• • •• • •• 18 32 101 65 26 775 
Enriching community life •••••• 13 16 91 65 57 863 
Sensitivity to public 
reaction ••••••••••••••• • •••••• 20 30 81 50 60 823 
Cooperation with leymen in 
school planning .. . ............. 9 21 66 82 64 899 
Leadership of children in non-
school activities ••••••••••••• 17 31 81 65 48 822 
"General instructional skilll' and "Providing for individual differences" 
may be seen in Table 21 to ranks econd and third. "Clerical efficiency" 
again ranked lowest with an index of 50 which is 42 points below the i..11dex 
for 11 Discipline 11 • 
Table 21. Degree of Acceptability of Measures of a Teacher's 
Effectiveness by 242 L~ People 
Tmtal Index of 
Measures of Effectiveness Weighted Accept-
Score ability 
(1) (2) (3) 
Class progress, objectively 
measured ••••••••••••••••.••••••• 972 80 
Use of new methods ••••••••••••• • 863 71 
Providing for individual 
differences ••••••••••••.•••••••• 1063 88 
General instructional skill ••••• 1089 90 
Control of physical conditions •• 799 66 
Economy of -supplies and 
property ••.••••••••••••••••••••• 727 60 
Clerical efficiency ••••••••••••• 606 50 
Discipline •••••••••• • •• ••••••••• 1113 92 
Sharing school responsibility ••• 1007 83 
Contributing to nesprit de 
corps"•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1006 83 
Extra-curricular activities ••••• 806 67 
Contributing to ccrr~unity 
progress • ••••••••••••••••••••••• 843 flO 
Activity in professional groups. 775 64 
Enriching community life •••••••• 863 71 
Sensitivity to public reaction •• 823 68 
Cooperation vfith laymen in 
school planning ••••••• • ••••••••• 899 74 
Leadership of children in non-
school activities ••••••••••••••• 822 68 
Rank 
(4) 
6 
8 
3 
2 
14 
16 
17 
1 
4 
5 
13 
10 
15 
9 
11 
7 
12 
85 
86 
Acceptability of items other than supervisory reports . -- In Question 
III the respondents were asked to indicate the amount of acceptability of 
items in a ddition to the reports of supervisory staff members for deterrnin-
ing effectivi:mess . 
Tables 22 and 23 show the weights assigned by the 958 teachers in the 
study to the suggested determiners of' effectiveness. The total Heigh ted 
scores for al l items were much lower than those obtained in response to the 
first two questions . 
Table 22 . Weights Assigned to Suggested Detenniners of Effectiveness 
by 958 Teachers 
Frequencies for Assigned Total 
Determiners of Effectiveness Weights Wei ghted 
1 2 3 4 5 Score 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5 ) (6) (7) 
1 . .~ount of pupil progress 
as measured by standard-
ized tests • ••• • ••••• • • • ••• 54 64 427 274 139 3258 
2. Pupil judgment en a pre-
determined scale used by - -
Top ten pupi ls in class. 249 152 306 185 66 -2541 
Entire class • • •••••••••• 143 80 285 230 219 3173 
Lowest ten pupil s in 
class • •••••••• •• ••••• • •• 365 229 252 76 36 2o64 
3. Teacher judE'}Ilent on a pre-
determined scale used by 
Te achers i n the 
bui l ding ... • .•..•.•....• 222 125 315 174 122 2723 
Teachers not in the 
building •••••••••••••••• 420 193 246 75 22 1954 
Committee composed of . - .. . 
both groups • ••• •• • •••••• 266 162 272 163 96 2533 
87 
The ~ount of pupil progress as measured by standardized tests 11 was 
weighted most highly, but this maybe seen in Table 2.3 to yield an index of 
only 68. Pupil judgment on a predetermined scale would have the most 
acceptability when carried on by the entire class. Judgment by the lowest 
ten pupils in the class or by teachers not in the building was least 
acceptable, scoring respectively only 4.3 points and 41 points out of a 
possible 100. 
Table 2.3. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Determiners of 
Effectiveness by 958 Teachers 
Total Index of 
Determiners of Effectiveness Weighted Accept-
Score ability 
(1) _i2} J .31 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
measured by standardized 
tests ••• ••• ••••••••••••••••• .3258 68 
2. Pupil judgment on a pre-
determined scale used by 
Top ten pupils in class ••• 2541 53 
Entire class •••••••• • ••• • • .31?.3 66 
Lowest ten pupils in class 2064 4.3 
.3 . Teacher judgment on a pre-
determined scale used by 
Teachers in the building •• 272.3 57 
Teachers not in the 
building • ••• • • ••••• • • ••• • • 1954 41 
Committee composed of both 
groups •• • ••••••••••••••••• 25.3.3 5.3 
Rank 
l4J 
1 
4 
2 
6 
.3 
7 
5 
I 
The responses of the 298 staff members other than teachers to 
Question III reported in Tables 24 and 25 reveal a l~T degree of accept-
ability for those items also. "Amount of pupil progress as measured by 
' 
standardized tests" was weighted most heavily of any item, in the groups by 
the staff rrembers responding to the question. 
Table 24. Weights Assigned to Suggested Detenniners of Effectiveness 
by 298 Staff Members Other Than Teachers 
Frequencies fbr Assigned Total 
Detenniners of Effectivesness Weights Weighted 
1 2 3 4 5 Score 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
measured by standardized 
t es t s••••••••••••••••••••••• 16 16 139 79 48 1021 
2. Pupil judgment on a pre-
determined scale used by 
Top ten p.1pils in class ••• 86 51 92 57 12 752 
Entire class •••••••••••••• 58 34 75 62 69 944 
Lowest tan pupils in class 111 76 91 15 5 621 
3. Teacher judgment on a ,Ire-
determined scale used by 
Teachers in the building •• 72 37 93 60 36 845 
Teachers not in the 
building •••••••••••••••••• 127 69 63 39 0 610 
Committee composed of both 
groups •••••••••••••••••••• 77 50 74 63 34 821 
The item concerning jud€}nent by teachers not in the building was not 
considered of 11Great 11 weight by any staff member. Similarly, judgment by 
t he lcmest ten pupils in the class was assigned 11Great11 weight by only five 
staff respondents. 
89' 
In Table 25 judgment by teachers not in the building ranks seventh 
with an index of only 41. Jud.gplent by all pupils in the class ranks 
second to the standardized test ~easurement of pupil ~ogress as a deter-
miner of effectiveness. 
Table 25 . Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Detenniners of Effective-
ness by 298 Staff Members Other Than Teachers 
Total Index of 
Detenniners of Effectiveness Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
_(1} (2) (3} (4) 
l. Amount of pupil progress as 
measured by standardized tests. 1021 69 1 
2. Pupil judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
Top ten pupils in class •••••• 752 50 5 
Entire class ••••••••••••••••• 944 63 2 
Lowest ten pupils in class ••• 621 42 6 
3. Teacher judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
Teachers in the building ••••• 845 57 3 
Teachers not in the building. 610 41 7 
Committee composed of both 
groups ••••••••••••••••••••••• 821 55 4 
The reactions of the lay people in Tables 26 and 27 show a greater 
spread of acceptability than was found in the response of either the 
teachers or staff members to this group of items. The low·est index of 
acc-:;ptability was a gain 41, obtained by the 11Lmvest ten pupils in class.n 
90 
However, the two highest indexes were 77 and 72, considerable above 
those for teachers or staff members. "Amount of pupil progress as measured 
by s tandardized tests" was again ranked first with an index figure of 77. 
Table 26. Weights Assigned to Suggested Determiners of Effectiveness 
by 242 Lay People 
Frequencies for Assigned Total 
Deterrniners of Effectiveness Weights Weighted 
1 2 3 4 5 
Score 
(1) (2 ) (3) (4) (5) (6) ( 7 )_ 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
measured by standardized 
tests •••••••••••••••••••••• 7 9 66 93 67 930 
2. Pupil judg}nent on a pre-
determined scale used by 
Top ten pupils in class •• 57 37 90 38 20 653 
Entire class • •••••••••••• 27 21 54 55 85 876 
Lowest ten pupils in 
class •••••••••••••••••••• 97 51 74 14 5 502 
3. Teacher judgment on a pre-
determined scale used by 
Teachers in the building. 41+ 30 83 49 36 729 
Teachers not in the 
building ••••••••••••••••• 89 51 70 28 4 533 
Committee composed of botl1 
groups •••••••••••••••••••• 48 27 53 54 60 777 
The three groups of respondents , teachers, staff members, and lay 
people, agree in Question III on the rank order of acceptability of 
standardized measurement of pupil progress and of judgment by all the 
pupils in a class as determiners of a teacher's effectiveness . 
Table 27 . Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Determiners of 
Effectiveness by 242 Lay People 
Total Index of 
Determiners of Effectiveness Weighted Accept-
Score ability 
{1) (2) (3) 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
measured by standardized 
tests •• •• ••••••••••••••••••• 930 77 
2. Pupil judgment on a pre-
determined scale used by 
Top ten pupils in class ••• 653 54 
Enti re class •••••••••••••• 876 72 
Lowest ten pupils in 
class ••••••••••••••••••••• 502 41 
3. Teacher judgment on a pre-
deter.mi ned scale used by 
Teachers in the building •• 729 60 
Teachers not j_n the 
building .• ••••••• ••••• •••• 533 44 
Committee composed of both 
gr oups •••••••••••••••••••• 777 64 
Rank 
(4) 
1 
5 
2 
7 
4 
6 
3 
All t hree of the groups participating in the investigation agree also 
on the lack of acceptability for determing a teacher's effectiveness of 
judgments made by the lowest ten pupils in the class or by teachers not in 
the building . 
Acceptability of evaluation items suggested for placement in a personnel 
record folder . -- Question IV submitted to the respondents a group of seven 
items suggested for placing in a persormel record folder for use in making 
an evaluation of a teacher's effectiveness . 
The weights assigned to each of these items b y the 958 teachers in 
the investigation are reported in Table 28. The largest frequency fer 
each item was for the point defined as 11Some 11 in the scale and carrying a 
wei~t of 3. 
Table 28. Weights Assigred by 958 Teachers to Items Suggested for 
Placement in a Personnel Record Folder 
I~ems Suggested for Frequencies for Assigned Total Weights Weighted Per somel Record Folder Score 
1 2 3 4 5 
(1) (2} (3) (41 ( 5) (6) (7) 
Reports of supervisory 
observations •••••••••••••• 30 53 347 302 225 3510 
Records of funther stuqy •• 47 75 405 266 165 3291 
Records of comni ttee work. 84 164 451 182 75 2868 
Reports on extra-curricu-
lar activities ••••••••••••• 137 197 396 167 61 2689 
Standard test records of 
classes taught •••••••••••• 98 128 337 248 147 3087 
Reports of community 
activities undertaken by 
Bhe teacher •••••••••••••••• 190 216 367 123 61 2520 
Reports of special methods 
76 or materia ls developed ••••• 33 309 297 241 3505 
This has resulted in Table 29 in indices of acceptability ranging from 
73 down to 53. The teachers gave greatest weight to 11Reports of super-
visory observations" and to 11Reports of sp:ci.al me;thods or materials devel-
oped 11 • 
Least acceptable to the teachers for use in making an evaluation of a 
teacher's effectiveness were "Reports of community activities undertaken by 
tge teacher" . 
Table 29. Degree of Acceptability by 958 Teachers of Items Suggested for 
Placement in a Personnel Record Folder 
I tems Suggested for Personnel Total Index of 
Record Folder Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
1. Reports of supervisory obser-
vations ••••••••••••• •• ••.•••••• 3510 73 1 
2. Records of further study ••••••• 3291 69 3 
3. Records of committee work •••••• 2868 60 5 
4 . Reports on extra-curricular 
act i vities ••••••••••••••••••••• 2689 56 6 
5. Standar d test records of 
classes taught •••••••••• •••• •• • 3087 64 4 
6. Repor ts of conwunity acti vities 
undertaken by the teacher •••••• 2520 53 7 
7. Reports of specialmethods or 
materials developed •••••••••••• 3505 73 2 
Tables 30 and 31 report the reactions of staff members other than 
teachers . The wei ghts assigned by the staff members other t han teachers 
reported in Table 30 were slightly higher than those reported by the 
teachers in Table 28 previously mentioned with the exception of "Records of 
further study". In a similar manner also to the r esponses of the teachers 
in Table 27, the modal response for the staff members other than teachers 
was the assignment of a scale value of 3. 
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Table 30. Weights ~ssigned by 298 Staff Members to I tems Suggested for 
Placement in a Personnel Record Folder 
Frequencies for Assigned Total 
94 
Items Suggested for Weights Veighted 
Personnel Record Folder 
l 2 3 4 5 Score 
(1) (2) (3 ) (4) ( 5) (6) (7J 
Reports of supervisory 
observations • ••• •••••••••• 9 14 65 95 115 1187 
Records of further stuqy •• 15 31 118 88 46 1013 
Records of committee work . 19 51 127 72 29 935 
Reports on extra-curricu-
lar activities •••••••••••• 35 52 132 55 24 875 
Standard test records of 
classes taught •••••••••••• 17 44 115 84 38 976 
Reports of community activ-
ities undertaken by the 
teacher ••••••••••• ••• ••••• 38 63 128 57 12 836 
Reports of special .rrethods 
or materials developed •••• 6 30 80 92 90 1124 
Not fitting into this patt~rn wer4 the responses to "Reports of supe rvis-
ory obs ervations" and to "Reports of special methods or materials developed'~. 
In Table 31 it may be seen that the rank order of t he items for staff members 
other than teachers was the same as that reported for the teachers i n Table 
29. The results for "Reports on extra-curricular activities un:lertaken by 
the teacher" were such as to cast doubt on their acceptability for place-
ment in a personnel record folder. A difference of 24 points may be seen in 
the degree of acceptability of community acti vities as compared with t he 
degree of acceptability of the item which scored highest, "Reports of super-
visory observations . " 
T~ble 31. Degr~e of Acceptability by 298 St aff Members Other Than 
ieachers of Items Suggested fqr Placement in a Personnel 
Record Folder 
Total Index of 
95 
Items Suggested for Personnel Weighted Accept- Rank Record Folder Score ability 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
1 . Reports :.qf superVisory .'pbser-
vations ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1187 80 1 
2. Records of further study •••••••• 1013 68 3 
3. Records of committee work ••••••• 935 63 5 
4. Report s on extra-curricular 
activities•••••••• ••• ••••••••••• 875 59 6 
5. Standard test records of 
classes taught •••••• •••• •••••••• 976 66 4 
6. Reports of canmunity activities 
undertaken by the teacher ••••••• 836 56 7 
7. Reports of special methods or 
materials developed ••••••••••••• 1124 75 2 
The weights assigned by the 242 lay people in the investigation to 
the items suggested for placement in a personnel record folder are reported 
in Table 32 and the degree of acceptability in Table 33. Examination reveals 
. that "Reports of supervisory observations" was assigned the largest weighted 
score. "Standard test records of classes taught11 which had the second high-
est score actually was assigned weight of 5 one mor4 time. 
Table 32. Weights Assigned by 242 Lay People to Items Suggested for 
Placement in a Personnel Record Folder 
Frequencies for Assigned Total 
96 
Items Suggest ed for 
Personnel Record Folder Wei hts Weighted 
1 2 3 4 5 Score 
(1) (2) (3 (4) (5) (6) 17J 
Reports of supervisory 
observations •••••••••••••••• 3 5 61 81 91 o/75 
Records of further study •••• 5 16 82 86 53 892 
Records of committee work ••• 21 33 129 39 17 713 
Reports on extra-curricular 
activities •••••••••••••••••• 15 43 119 50 15 683 
Standard test records of 
classes taught •••••••••••••• 8 5 59 'f/.8 92 967 
Reports of conmunity acti v-
i ties undertaken by the 
teacher .•••••••••••••••••••• 25 46 108 48 15 708 
Reports of special methods 
or materials developed •••••• 3 15 75 75 74 928 
Table 33 shows that the lay people in the investigation considered 
the 11Standard test records of classes taught" to rank second in accept-
ability t o "Reports of supervisory observations." Of least acceptability 
by the lay people we re "Reports of community activities undertaken by the 
"tieacher11 and "Reports on extra-curricular activities. 11 
The whole population included in the study agree upon the degree of 
acceptability of twa. of the items -auggested for placement in a personal 
record folder . Each of the three groups ranked "Reports of supervisory 
observations" first and "Records of commi.ttee work" in fifth place. It 
would seem that the supervisory processes should receive consideration as 
an acceptable part of a program for evaluation. 
Table 33. Degree of Acceptability by 242 Lay People of Items Suggested 
For Placement in a Personnel Record Folder 
Items Suggested for Personnel Total Index of Weighted Accept- Rank Record Folder Score ability 
{1) (21 (3) (4) 
1. Reports of supervisory obser-
vations •• ••••••. · •......••....••• 975 81 1 
2. Records of further stuqy •••••••• 892 74 4 
3. Records of committee work ••••••• 713 59 5 
4. Reports on extra-curricular 
activities •••••••••••••••••••••• 683 56 7 
5. Standard test records of classes 
taught ••.••••••••••• · •••••.•••••• '967 80 2 
6. Reports of community activities 
undertaken by the teacher ••••••• 708 59 6 
7. Reports of special methods or 
materials developed ••••••••••••• 928 77 3 
The "Mostn acceptable and 11 Least 11 acceptable ju<;!ges of teaching.-
In Question V the respondents were asked to indicate ·U1e person most pre-
ferred and the person least preferred as a judge of teaching. The prefer-
ences are indicated in Tables 34 and 35. 
· Table 34 reports the frequency of mention by the teachers in the 
study as "Most" preferred and "Least" preferred. 
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Table 34. Frequency of mention by 958 Teachers as the "Most" Preferred 
and the "Least'' Preferred Judge of Teaching 
Person Preferred Frequencies Assigned Total Weighted to Judge Teaching Most Least Score 
{1) (2) (3) T4) 
Supe rintendent ••••••••••••••••••• 171 28 143 
Supervisors .••••••••••••••••••••• 143 16 127 
Supervising principal •••••••••••• 314 12 302 
Teaching principal ••••••••••••••• 128 7 121 
Teacher concerned •••••••••••••••• 29 31 -2 
Fellow teachers •••••••••••••••••• 57 52 5 
Pupils ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 34 107 -73 
Parents •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 16 179 -163 
Other lay persons •••••••••••••••• 3 359 -356 
Educational experts from outside 
the local system ••••••••••••••••• 63 169 -106 
The "Supervising principal!! was most preferred by one third of the 
teachers responding. Table 35 shovrs a wide variance in the degree of 
acceptability of the persons proposed as judges. The indices for most of 
the judges are low. Parents and other lay persons were least acceptable. 
The total weighted scores in Question V were obtained by subtracting the 
frequencies for 11Leastn from those for "Most." The minus scores resulting 
for scme items were considered as having a zero index of acceptability. 
Table 35. Degree of Acceptability as a J~dge of Teaching According 
by 9"S Teachers 
(Concluded on next page) 
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Table 35 . (Concluded ) 
Total Index of Person Preferred Weighted Accept- Ran!C to Judge Teaching Score ability 
(1 ) {2)_ (3) (4) 
Super intendent • •• •••• ••••• •• ••• • 143 14 2 
Supervisors ••••• •••••••• • • •• • ••• 127 13 3 
Supervising principal • •• •••••• • • 302 31 1 
Teaching principal •••• • ••••••••• 121 12 4 
Teacher concerned •••••••••• • •• • • -2 0 6 
Fell ow teachers • • ••• •• ••• • •••••• 5 1 5 
Pupils •••••••••••••••••••• • ••••• 
-73 0 7 
Parents •• • • • •••••• • •••• • • ••• • ••• -163 0 9 
Other lay persons • ••••••• • ••• • •• 
-356 0 10 
Educational experts f rom outside 
t he local system ••• • • •• ••••• •• •• -106 0 8 
Staff members other than teachers show in Table 36 and Table 37 no 
choice of parents or other lay persons as the most preferred judge of 
teaching. In the same tables there is no mention of supervisors, super-
vising principal, or teaching principal a s the least preferred judge of 
teaching . The staff members in Table 36 agree with the teachers in Table 
34 i n assigning to 110ther lay persons" in the 11Least11 column the greatest 
frequency of any item. The tot al weight ed score for the "Supervising 
principaltr was nearly twice that of the second-ranking item and was also 
slight ly less than ten times the score for the "Teaching principal" which 
was ranked fourth . 
Table 36. Frequency of Mention by 298 Staff Members other Than Teachers 
as the "Most" Preferred and as the 11Leastn Preferred Judge 
of Teaching 
Frequencies Assigned Total 
100 
Person Preferred 
to Judge Teaching Most Least 
Weighted 
Score 
_{1) (2) (3) 14) 
Superintendent ••••• ~ ••••••••••••••• 73 9 64 
Supervisors •••••••••••••••••••••••• 61 0 61 
Supervising principal •••••••••••••• 123 0 123 
Teaching principal ••••••••••••••••• 13 0 13 
Teacher concerned • ••••••••••••••••• 8 13 
-5 
Fellow teachers •••••••••••••••••••• 5 14 -9 
Pupils••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••• 1 28 -27 
Parents •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 66 -66 
Other lay persons~ ••••••••••••••••• 0 132 -132 
Educational experts frcm outside 
the local system ••••••••••••••••••• 14 36 -22 
The indices of acceptability in Table 37 range from. 4l for "Super-
vising principal" to a low of 4 for "Teaching Principal" without considering 
the zero scores . "Superintendent" and "Supervisors" again were ranked 
second and third. The only items having a plus index of acceptability vrere 
those which might be classified as administrative and supervisory personnel. 
The teachers reported in Table 35 reacted in a smiliar manner with the 
addition of a percentage of possibility of l ess than one for "Fellow 
Teachers". 
Table 37 . Degree of Acceptability as a Judge of Teaching According to 
298 Staff Members Other Than Teachers 
Person Preferred Total I ndex of 
t o Judge Teaching Weighted Accept- Rank Score ability 
(1) (2) (3) Til 
Superintendent •••••••••••••••••••• 64 21 2 
Supervisors ••••••••••••••••••••••• 61 20 3 
Supervising principal ••••••••••••• 123 41 1 
Teaching principal •.•••..••.•.•••• 13 4 4 
Teacher concerned ••••••••••••••••• 
-5 0 5 
Fellow teachers ••••••••••••••••••• -9 0 6 
Pupils ••••••••••••• •• •••••••••• ••• - 27 0 8 
Parents ••• ••• • •••••••••••••••••••• -66 0 9 
Other lay peop~e •• • • •••••••••••••• -132 0 10 
Educational experts from outside 
the local system .••••••••••••••••• -22 0 7 
The frequency of mention by the lay people is shown in Table 38 and 
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the degree of acceptability in Table 39. As with staff members , no mention 
was made of either parents or other lay people as the most preferred judge 
of teachi ng . 110ther lay persons11 were mentioned as least acceptable by 
one third of the lay people in the investigation. The lay people have 
select ed the supervising principal and the superintendent as nearly equally 
acceptable . 
ft~oston Univers i ty 
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Table 38. Frequency of Mention by 242 lay People as the 11Most" 
Preferred and as the 11 Least 11 Preferred Judge of Teaching 
Person Preferred Frequencies Assigned Total 
1 02 
to Judge Teacl'ling Weighted 
Most Least Score 
(1) (2) (3) T4J 
Superintendent •••••••••••••••• • 76 2 74 
Supervisors • • •••••••• • ••••••••• 30 2 28 
Supe rvising principal •••••••••• 86 1 85 
Teaching principal ••••••••••••• 11 1 10 
Teacher concerned • •••• •••••• • •• 4 27 -23 
Fellow teacher s ••• •••• • •••••••• 7 14 - 7 
Pu ils •• •••••• ••••••• •••••• •••• 8 41 -33 
Parents• ••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 49 -h9 
Other lay persons •••••••••••• • • 0 82 -82 
~ducational experts from out-
side the l ocal sys tem •• • . • .• ••• ;?O 23 -3 
The in i ces of acceptability i n Table 39 show a range from 35 to 1 . 
Lay people most pref er the supervising principal as a judge of teaching and 
least prefer other lay persons. Each of t he groups in the i nvestigation 
have ranked the follo;iing as the three most pref e rred : 
1 . Supe vising principal 
2 . Su erintendent 
3 . Supervi sors 
Table 39. Degree of Acceptability as a Judge of Teaching by 242 Lay 
Peopl e 
Pers on Preferred Total I ndex of 
to Judge Teaching Weighted Accept- Rank Score ability 
{1 ) 1 i } (3 ) -(4J 
Superi ntendent • • •••••••••••••••• 74 30 2 
Suf>C rvis ors •• . •• • •••••.••••••• • • 28 11 3 
Supervising principal ••••••••••• 85 35 1 
Teaching principal •• •••••• •• •••• 10 1 4 
Teacher concerned ••••••••••••••• - 23 0 7 
Fel low teachers ••••••••••••••••• - 7 0 6 
Pupils •••••••••••••••••••••••••• - 33 0 8 
Parents •••••••••••••••.•••••• ~ •• -49 0 9 
Other l ay persons ••••••••••• . ••• - 82 0 10 
Educ ational experts fram outside 
the local system •••••••••••••••• -3 0 5 
l 03 
Most acceptable combinations of persons t o j u dge t eacher effect iveness .--
Question VI a sked, 11What c ambinati on of the following persons would insure 
the f airest judgment of a t eacher ' s effect i veness?" 
The acceptability of persons and combinations is reported in Tables 
40 and 41 . Tabl e 40 shows the f requency of mention by teachers , staff 
members other than teachers, and lay people of persons to be combined to 
insure the f aires.t j udgment of a teacher's effectiveness . TIAdmini.strative 
and supervisory persormel 11 was the item mentiore d most frequently by each 
of the three groups of respondents for i ncl usion i n a combination of per sons 
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to give the faires_t jy.dgment of a teacher's effectiveness. "Educational 
experts from outside the local system" and "Teaching personnel" were also 
mentioned frequently by each group, while 11 Lay people" was the i tern mentioned 
the fewest number of times. 
Table 40. Frequency of Mention in All Combinations of Persons Who 
Would Insure the Fairest Judgment of a Teacher's 
Effectiveness 
Number of Times all Combinations 
Persons to be Combined 
Teachers Staff Lay 
Members People 
(1) (2 ) 13l- m 
Administrative and supervisory 
personnel •••••••••••••••••.•••••• 891 297 229 
Teaching personnel • •••••• •• ••• • •• 521 131 101 
Pupils•• • •••• • ••••• •• ••• • •••••••• 247 63 39 
Lay People •••• • •• • ••••• • •••• • •••• 65 10 19 
Educational experts from outside 
the local system ••• ••• • • ••••••••• 479 185 161 
The acceptability of the combinations to the teachers, staff members 
other than teachers, and lay in all communities participating in the inves-
tigation is reported in Table 41. "Administrative and supervisory 
personnel11 and "Educational experts from outside the local system" was 
the choice of each group as the c cmbination of persons to insure the 
fairest judgment of teacher effectiveness. The combination of persons 
·which was the second choice of each group was "Administrative, supervisory 
and t eaching personnel." 
Table 41 . Degree of Acceptability to All Respondents as the 
Combination of Persons to Insure the Fairest Judgment 
of a Teacher's Effectiveness 
Degree of Acceptability 
Combinati ons Staff Lay Teachers Members People 
(1)_ (2) _(3) (4) 
1 . Administrative, supervisory , 
and teaching personnel • • •• ••• ••• 27 22 18 
2. Administrative and supervisory 
personnel and educational 
experts f rom outside the local 
system•••••• • •••••••• • ••• • •••• • • 29 45 42 
3. Administrative, supervisory, 
and t e aching personnel and 
educational experts from out-
side the local system ••••••••••• 9 10 11 
4. Teaching personnel and educa-
tional experts from outside the 
local system ••••••••••••• •• ••••• 2 3 3 
cceptabili ty as the person who should make decisions as t o retention, 
promotion, or sal ary. - 11 After i nfonnation on the teacher ' s effectiveness 
has been gathered from various sources , who shoul make decisions as to 
retention, promotion, or salary as a resul t of a study of this infonnati on: 11 
I 0 6 
Th a answers from t 1e 958 t eachers in the investigation are summarized 
i n Tables 42 and 43. 
Taol e 42. Frequenqy of Me ntion by 958 Teachers as t he Per son who should 
Make Decisions as to Retention , Promotion, or Salar.y 
Frequency of Mention 
Person to ,fake Decisi on 
Retention romotion Salary 
(1) l 2) (3) (4 ) 
Superi nt endent • ••• • ••• • ••••• •••••••• 628 596 670 
As si stants to t he s uperint endent •• •• 123 138 93 
Supervi sors •• •••••••••• • ••••••• • ••• • 308 285 118 
Supervising principal ••••••••••••••• 455 440 203 
Teaching princi pal • • ••••••••••• • •••• 190 162 56 
Teacher committee •••••••••• . •• •• ••• • 85 87 150 
Committee of a~~ of the above ••••••• 243 242 318 
The superintendent was men t ioned most f requently as the person to 
make t he deci si on i n each category, r et errti on, promoti on , and salary . The 
teacher committ ee was s elected the fewes t number of t imes for retention 
and pr omotion, a nd the teaching pr i nci pal was chosen l east f r equent l y as 
the person t o make decisions as t o salary. 
The degree of a cceptability of each person to make tre decision in 
each category is presented in Table 43 . The supervi sing principal and t he 
supe rvisors ranked next to the superi ntendent a s t he person to make decisi ons 
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as to retention althoug h their index figures were much lower. The teacher 
committee would seemto have little place in making a decision as to 
retention. The index of acceptability of 9 for the teacher ccmmittee was 
less than one seventh that scored by the superintendent . 
Table 43. Degree of Acceptability by 958 Teachers as the Person 1~o should 
Make Decisions as to Retenti on, Promotion or Salary 
Degree of Accept ability 
Person to Make Decision 
Re t ention Promotion Salary 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (31 _(4) ( 5) (6) (7) 
Superintendent ••. • •••••• • 66 1 62 1 69 1 
Assis tants to the 
superintendent • • • •• ••••• • 13 6 14 6 10 6 
Sup ·8!"Visors ••• • •• ••••• • •• 32 3 30 3 12 5 
Supervi5i..ng principal •••• 47 2 46 2 2-1 3 
Teaching principal • • ••• • • 20 5 17 5 6 7 
Teacher committee •••••••• 9 7 9 7 15 4 
Committee of a rry of the 
above •• • •••• • •• ••• • • ••• •• 25 4 25 4 33 2 
The items for promotion show the same rank order as those for ret ent-
ion, and the corresponding i ndices of acceptabili ty were nearly the same. 
Acceptability to make decisions as to salary will be seen in Table 43 to 
vary sanew'hat fran retention and promotion. The item ranked second in salary 
decisions was the committee made up of a number of the persons considered. 
The supervising principal though ranking third vras acceptable for salary 
purposes to a degree only one third that of the superintendent. The teach-
ing principal ranked a very la.v seventh being less than cne tenth as accept-
able as the superinten:lent . 
Tables 44 and 45 show the superintendent to be most acceptable to 
staff members other than teachers as the r:erson who should make decisions 
as to rentention, promotion and salary. The supervising principal received 
the second highest frequency of mention for making decisions as to retention 
and promotion. When the concern is with salary the frequency for the super-
vising principal was reduced and second place for salary decisions was taken 
over by the committee made up of the various people concerned. The teacher 
Table 44 . Frequency of Mention by 298 Staff Members Other Than Teachers 
as the Person Who Should Make Decisions as to Retention, 
Promotion, or Salary 
Frequency of Mention 
Person to Make Decision 
Retention Promotion Salary 
(1) _(2) {3) {4) 
Superintendent •• · •••••••••••••• • 218 210 234 
Assistants to the superintend-
ent••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••• 64 64 44 
Supervisors •••••••••••••••••••• 89 102 44 
Supervising principal •••••••••• 141 137 70 
Teaching principal ••• ~·•••••••• 45 42 22 
Teacher committee •••••••••••••• 31 21 43 
Committee of a~ of the above • • 68 70 95 
committ ee r eceived the lowest-weighted score for retention and promotion while 
for salary purposes the teaching principal was mentioned least frequently. 
Table 45 shows the degree of acceptability to staff members other than teach-
ers of the persons mentioned to make decisi. ons in each of the categories. 
Table 45. Degree of Acceptability by 298 Staff Members Other Than 
Teachers as the Person Who Should Make Decisions as t o 
Retention, Promotion, or Salary 
Degree of Acceptability 
Person to Make Decision 
Retention Promotion Salary 
Index Rank Index Rank Indelli: Rank 
(1} (2) (3) -(41 m (6) (7 ) 
Super intendent •••• • ••••••• 73 1 70 1 79 1 
Assistants to the 
superintendent •• •• •• • ••••• 21 5 21 5 15 4 
Supervisors ••••••••••••• • • 30 3 34 3 15 5 
Supervising principal • • ••• 47 2 46 2 23 3 
Teaching principal •••••••• 15 6 14 6 7 7 
Teacher committee •• •• • • ••• 10 7 7 7 14 6 
Committee of any of the 
above •••••••••• • •••••••••• 23 4 23 4 32 2 
The rank order of acceptability was the same for retention and promotion 
although the indices were different. Table /J5 shows an index of only 7 
for a teacher cammittee to make decisions as to promotions. The index of 
acceptability of 79 shown far the superintendent in Table 45 is the highest 
for any item in the series. The staff members indicated that a committee 
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of t he persons mentiomd would be, next to superintendent, most acceptable 
t o make decis:i.. ons as to saJary. 
The reactions of the ley people to Question VII are reported in Tables 
46 and Table 47 . 
Table 46 . Frequency of Mention by 242 Lay People as the Person Who Should 
Make Decisions as to Reterrtioo, Promot ion, or Salary 
I< Fr equency of Mention Per son to Make D~cision ,.... 
Retention Pranotion Salary 
(1) (2) (3 ) (4.) 
Superintendent •• •••••• • • · ••••• 182 184 188 
Assistants to the superin-
tendent • • •••••• •• •• ••• • ••• • •• 24 32 20 
Supervisors •• ••• • • •• ••• • •• • •• 54 60 26 
Supervising principal ••• · •• ••• 90 90 46 
Teaching principal ••• • • • •• ••• 35 29 20 
Teacher committee •• • ••• • • •• •• 22 20 23 
Committee of any of the above 43 44 50 
The superintendent will be seen i n Tabl e 46 to have been most frequently 
menti oned by lay people as the person who shoul d make decisions as to 
retention, promotion, an;i saJary. In each of these categories the superin-
tenient was mentioned by more than two thirds of the group of 242 lay persons . 
I n each category, also, the items mentioned least frequently were mentioned 
by less than one tent h of those possible . The degree of acceptability fo r 
retenti on and for promotion in Table 47 r eveals a rank order of: (1) Super-
intendant ; (2) Supervising principal; (3) Supervisors . In Table 47 also ~ 
the teacher committee was ranked seventh with an index score of slight ly 
more than one t enth that of the superintendent. The supervising principal 
ranked in seconi place had a total weighted score and an index of accept-
ability slightly less than one half that of the first place superintendent. 
Table 47 . Degree of Acceptabil ity by 242 Lay People as t he Person vVho 
Should Make De cisions as to Retention, Promotion, or Salary 
Degree of Acceptability 
Per son to Make Decision Retention Pranotion Salary 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(lJ (2 ) (3 ) (4) (5 ) . _l6 )_ (7) 
Superintendent • ••••• • • • ••• 75 1 76 1 78 1 
Assistants to t he 
superintendent •••• • • •• •••• 10 6 13 5 8 6 
Superviso r s •• •• • ••• • ••• • •• 22 3 25 3 11 4 
Supervising principal •••• • 37 2 37 2 19 3 
Teaching principal • ••• •••• 14 5 12 6 8 7 
Teacher committee • •••• •••• 9 7 8 7 10 5 
Commi ttee of any of the 
above ••• • •• • •• •• . • • ••• •••• 18 4 18 4 21 2 
The index of acceptability of 76 for the superintendent in Table 47 was 
more than twi ce the in:iex for the second place supervi si ng principal and 
more than t hree times that of the third ranking supervisors . The lay 
respondents in the investigation agree with the teacher s and staff members 
other than teachers that making decisions as to retention and pr omotion i s 
and administrative and s upervisory function. When the consideration was 
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salar.y, the use of a committee gained in acceptability sufficient~ to 
move into second place as indicated in Table 47. The indices of accept-
ability in Table 47 again reveal the great difference in index score between 
the acceptability of the superintendent as the :fErson to make decisions as 
to salary and that of the 11 Corrmittee" which ranked second. 
The superintendent was the rerson most acceptable to teachers, staff 
members other than teachers, and to lay people as the one who should make 
decisions as to retention, promotion, and salar,y. This was the only item 
in Question VII maintaining a consistently high degree of acceptability. 
The index of the superintendent for salar.y purposes was higher than that for 
either retention or promotion. 
Time available for determining the teacher 1 s effectiveness.- In 
Question VIII the respondents w·ere asked, 11Hovr much time does each of the 
following have to judge a teacher's effectiveness in your school?" 
The design of the inquiry fonns used in the investigation was develop-
ed so that the data resulting from trnir use would be directly c.omparable 
within a group of respondents and also between the three groups concerned. 
In this connection it was recognized that the lay people in the study would 
not be in a position to make valid reacti~ns to two questions. For this 
reasnn Question VIII ani Question IX which deal with time fer making a judg-
ment of a teacher's effectiveness were omitted from the inquiry forms sent 
to the lay respondents . The presentation of the responses to Questions VIII 
and IX which follows will be limited therefore to the reactions of the 
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teachers and the staff members other than teachers. 
Tables 48 and 49 present the reactions of the teachers. Table 48 
shows the frequencies with which the scale weights were assigned by teachers 
to eight persons suggested as judges of a teacher's effectiveness in 
response to the question. The total weighted scores obtained show a differ-
ence of more than 2,200 points betvreen the highest score and the lowest score. 
Table 48. Frequency of Mention of Amount of Time Used for Judging a 
Teacher's Effectiveness According to 958 Teachers in the 
Investigation 
Frequency of Assigned Total 
Person to Judge Weight Weighted 
Score 
1 2 3 4 5 
{1) (2 (3) (4) (5) l2_l (7) 
Superintendent •••••••••••• 438 129 294 67 30 1996 
Supervising principal ••••• 138 38 232 226 320 3414 
Supervisors ••••••••••••••• 224 114 349 198 72 2651 
Teaching principal •••••••• 533 176 136 60 48 1773 
Fellow teachers ••••••••••• 559 156 165 40 38 1716 
Pupils .• .••.... . .•••....•• 193 33 108 99 522 3589 . 
Parents ••••••••••••••••••• 439 224 203 54 37 1897 
Other lay persons •••••• ••• 765 83 71 17 21 1317 
"Other lay persons" was the item with the lowest total weighted scor-e. 
Nearly 80 per cent of the teachers responding assigned the lowest possible 
weight to this :item.. "Fellow teachers" and the "Teaching pri ncipal" each 
was assigned the lowest weight by more than one half of the teachers. 
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More than one half of the teachers assigned the highest weight poss i ble to 
"Pupi ls", and the "Supervising Principal" was assigned the highest weight 
by one third of the teachers. The per cents ar:pearing i n col-wnn 3 of Table 
49 a re not truly indices of acceptability. They represent the number of 
points scored out of a possible 100 to indicate the amount of time that each 
of the suggested judges has in which to determine a teacher's effectiveness. 
Table 49. Amount of Time Available for Judging a Teacher's Effectiveness 
According to 958 Teachers 
Total 
Person t o Judge Weighted Per cent Rank 
Score 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Superintendent ••••••••••••••• 1996 42 4 
Supervising principal. ••••••• 34JA 71 2 
Supervisors •••••••••••••••••• 2651 55 3 
Teachi ng ~~incipal ••••••••••• 1773 37 6 
Fellow t eachers •••••••••••••• 1716 36 7 
Pupil s .• •..••.•••. ....••....• 3589 75 1 
Parents ••••••••••••••.••••••• 1897 40 5 
Other lay persons •••••••••••• 1317 27 8 
It was shown in Table 49 that the pupils ranked first in amount of time 
available to judge teaching . In second place with a percentage score of 
71 was the supervising principal. The superintendent was considered to have 
only slightl y more time in which to judge teaching than were the parents . 
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Table 50 presents the frequency of assignment of each weight by staff 
members other than teachers to indicate amount of time available to judge a 
teacher 1 s e f fect i veness while Table 51 shows the per cent and the rank . 
Table 50w Frequency of Mention of Amount of Time used for Judging a 
Teache r 1s Effectiveness Accor ding to 298 Staff Members Other 
'Ihan Teachers 
Frequency of Assigned Total 
Person to Judge Vleights VJei ghted 
Score 
1 2 3 4 5 
(1) (2) (3) (4 ) (5) 101 (7) 
Superintendent •••••••• • • • 110 43 llO 26 0 675 / 
Super vising principal ••• • 19 8 45 96 129 ll99 
Superv isors ••••••••••••••. ll-7 28 103 75 44 922 
Teaching principal ••••••• 132 74 66 16 9 587 
Fellow teachers ••••••••• • 175 72 36 9 6 493 
Pupils ••.••••• •• •• ••• • ••• 81 15 40 26 133 1000 
Parents •••••••• •• •••• •• •• 180 64 39 9 6 490 
Other lay persons ••••••• • 256 21 13 5 3 372 
The total weighted scores show a difference of slightly more than 800 
points betw·een the highest , "Supervi sing principal" , and 110 ther lay persons 11 
which was the lowest. Eighty-nine per cent of the staff members other than 
teachers responding assigned the lOV'lest possible weight to "Other lay 
persons" . "Pupils n and "Supervising principal" were the only two items 
considered as having a 11Great 11 amount of time by even one half of those respon-
ding. The staff members other than teachers reported in Table 51 ranked the 
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"Supervising principal11 in first place with a p3 rcentage score of 89. This 
score was the highest obtained for any item fran the responses of either 
teachers of' staff members other than teachers . The supervisors and the 
superintende nt were ranked third and fourth by both groups with slightly 
higher weights assigned by the staff members other than teachers. 
Table 51 . Amount of Time Available for Judging a Teacher's Effectiveness 
According to 298 Staff Members Ot her Than Teachers 
Total 
Person to Judge Weighted Per cent Rank 
Score 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Superintendent ••••••••••••••••• 675 45 4 
Supervising principal •••••••••• ll99 80 1 
S U_l)9 t-v iso rs • ••..••••••••.•••••• 922 62 3 
Teaching principal ••••••••••••• 587 39 5 
Fellow teachers ••••••• • •••••••• 493 33 6 
Pupils ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1000 67 2 
Parents ••••••••••• •••••••••••• • 490 33 7 
Other lay persons •••••••••••••• 372 25 8 
The s upervising principal would seem to be the person on the faculty having 
the most t~e to be in a position to judge teaching effectiveness . 
Minimum amount of time to judge the guality of teaching.- 11Encircle 
the nU!},iber of the one of the follow.ing which represents the minimum amount 
of time necessary to judge the quality of teaching" , was asked in Question 
IX. 
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Table 52 and Table 53 'lich follov;s it repor t t he degree of a ccent-
_, ... I .a.: 
~ I 
abili ty of items as bt"t.ing "the minimum amount of time necessary to judge the 
quality of te~~ No tables sho-vvi.ng "frequency of ~ention" were included 
I 
I 
f or Question IX since these data would be identical wi tl~ the total weighted 
' 
scor e. 
I The reader should note also that the 958 responses were spread over 
I 
five items and that t he sum of the indi ces of acceptabiiit y would be 100. 
I 
Table 52. 
I 
I 
Degree of Acceptability by 958 Teachers as the :Minimum Amount 
of T:ilne Necessary to Judge Teaching 
' 
I 
Total Index of 
' Amount of Time Weighted Ac:cept- Rank 
Score atiilit y 
I 
(1) (2) 1(3) 1~} 
I 
I 
Less tha n class period •••••••••• 38 : 4 5 
Full class period ••••••••••••••• 50 ' 5 4 
Several part periods •••••••••••• 167 :17 3 
Sever al full periods •••••••••••• 231 124 2 I 
Some part and some full periods. 468 149 1 
' I 
I 
The index of "Some part arrl sane full periods" was twi6e as high as that for 
I 
the second ranked item, "Several full periods" . The rank order of the items 
for staff members other than teachers in Table 53 is t :he same as that for 
the group of teachers reported in Table 52 . The smallest t:ilne block was 
considered by each of the groups as being least acceptable. The index of 
acceptability to staff members other than t eachers was higher than to teachers 
I 
I 
for the item 11Scme part and some full per iod:i 11 • This 1 item was selected by a 
I 
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majority of the staff members responding. The "Full class p:niodn which was 
ranked fourth had an index of acceptability less than one tenth that of the 
I 
first-ranking item •• It may be concluded from these results tmt to be accept-
able to teachers or staff members considerable time mus,t be spent in making 
a judgment of a teacher's effectiveness. 
I 
I 
Table 53. Degree of Acceptability by 298 Staff Members: Other Than Teachers 
as the :Minimum Amount of Time Necessary to J:IDge Teaching 
I 
Total Index of 
Amount of Time Weighted 
I 
Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
' 
(1) (2) {J) (4) 
' 
Less than class period ••••••••••• 8 
' 
3 5 
Full class period •••••••••••••••• 15 5 4 
Several part periods ••••••••••••• 41 : 14 3 
Several full periods ••••••••••••• 72 ' 24 2 
Some part ani some full periods •• 162 54 1 
' 
Acceptability as the Number of times during a school year for judg-
ments of a teacher's effectiveness.-- Question X asked the respondents to 
I 
indicate the number of times during a school year that :judgments of a 
teacher's effectiveness should be rrade as a basis for decisions concerning 
retention, promotion, and salary. The respondents were asked to consider 
two types of teachers , those not on tenure am those on tenure, when answer-
' 
ing Question X. The reactions will be presented for tlie categories of re-
I 
tention, promotion, and salary on the basis of these tvro 'groups of teachers . 
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The respondents were asked to encircle one figure only fn each column as the 
I 
number of times during a school year that judgroont s should be made. This 
I 
was not a scaled question and no weights were assigrnd .
1 
Consequently, the 
sum of the responses to one phase of the question equalled the total number 
I 
of res pondents. The f requency of mention served as the, total ·weighted score 
in determining the index of acceptability. Table 54 reports the frequency 
of mention by the 958 teachers in the investigation for , the purposes of 
retention, promotion, and salary v.hile Table 55 shows degree of acceptability. 
Table 54. Frequency of Mention by the 958 Teachers as the Number of 
Judgments to be Made Yearly of Teachers Not 1on Tenure 
I 
I 
Number of Times Judgments Frequency of Mention 
I 
Should be m::. de of Teachers 
' Not on Tenure Retention Pronation Salary 
I 
(1) (2) (3) J.41 
I 
Zero ••••••••••••••••••• 9 18 85 
One • ••••••••••••••••••• 58 76 125 
'!'vlO •. • • • • • • • •. • • •. • • • • • 91 81 76 
Three ••• •.••••••••••••• 113 117 115 
Four ••.•••••••••••••••• 140 ~~ 132 Five ••••••••••••••••••• 130 129 
.., . 
01Xe••••••••••••••••••• 76 8'5 68 
Seven •••••••••• . ••••••• 8 14 10 
Eight ••••.••••••••••••• /+7 6~ 37 
Nine or over ••••••••••• 2$6 254 I 181 
I 
I 
The~ results for ·each O'f the :.three categories shmved t qe highest frequency 
I 
of m:mtion for making judgments nine or more times in 
1
the cour se of a school 
1 2 o· 
I 
year. The choices of more than a third. of the teachers '}'{ere n Three n, "Four", 
"Five". ··Yhen the decision to be made concerned saJ.ary, ,the fourth largest 
' 
frequency called for one judgment to be made yearly. 
Table 55 presents the data showing the degree of a~ceptability by 
I 
teachers as the number of tlm.es judgments of a teacher'~ effectiveness 
should be made in the course of a school year. The largest index figure 
I 
for retention, for promotion, and for salary was far nirle or more judgments. 
I 
I 
Table 55. Degree of Acceptability by 958 Teachers as the Number of Times 
Judgments Should be Made Yearly of Teachers Not on Tenure 
Number of Times Judgments 
Should be Made of Teachers 
Not on Tenure 
(1) 
Zero ••••••••••••••••••• 
One •• ~•••••• ••••••••••• 
~~o •••••••••••••••••••• 
Three •••••••••••••••••• 
Four ••••••••••••••••••• 
Five ••••••••••••••••••• 
Six •••••••••••••••••••• 
Seven ••••••••••••.••••• 
Eight •••••••••••••••••• 
Nine or over ••••••••••• 
Degree of Acceptability 
Retention 
Index Rank 
(2) 
J: 
6 
9 
12 
15 
l4 
8 
1 
5 
29 
(3} 
9 
7 
5 
4 
2 
:3 
6 
10 
8 
1 
Prcmotion 
I 
Index Rank 
(4) 
2 
7 
8 
12 
13 
13 
8 
1 
6 
26 
I 
I 
(5) 
I 
' 9 
1'7 
:6 
1 4 
1 2 
3 
I 5 
'10 
' 8 
' 
I 1 
I 
Salary 
Index Ra.Tlk 
(6) 
8 
13 
7 
12 
13 
13 
7 
1 
3 
18 
(7) 
6 
4 
7 
5 
2 
3 
8 
10 
9 
1 
The teachers agree also on the degree of acceptaBility of four judg-
1 
ments and fi ve judgments, ranking them in second and third place respectively. 
i 
For salary purposes the nzeron moved into sixth place with an index 
slightly less than one half that of the first -rank nwhber. 
Table 56 sho.'l s the frequency of mention by 298 staff members other 
than teachers as the number of times judg:nents should ~ e made each year 
as a basis for decisions concerning retenti on, promoti.I:m, and salary, 
I 
and Table 57 shows the degree of acceptability. 
I 
Table 56. Frequency of Mention by 298 Staff Members a~ the Number of 
Judgments to be Made Yearly of Teachers Not on Tenure 
Nu111ber of Times Judgments 
Should be Made of Teachers 
Not on Tenure 
Zero .••••••••••••••••••••• 
One ••••••• •••••••••••••••• 
'1\vo •••• ••••••••••••••••••• 
Three ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Four •••••••••••••.••.•.••. 
Five .. .•••.•..•.••......•. 
Six ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Seven •••••.••.•.•.••.••••• 
Eight . •............•.•..•• 
Nine or over •••••••••••••• 
Frequency of Mention 
Retention 
0 
25 
19 
24 
44 
27 
26 
5 
9 
119 
Promotion 
! 
2 
~~ 
26 
3~ 
29 28 
3 
~ 113 
Salary 
37 
43 
21 
27 
44 
22 
13 
3 
4 
85 
As was reported for teachers in Table 54, the highest frequenc,y was 
for judgments to be made nine or more times in the cru ~se of a school year. 
Unlike the teachers, the staf f nembers other than teachers felt that for 
I 
purposes of retention at least one judgment a year shold be made as a 
Table 57. Degree of Acceptability by 298 St aff Members Other Than 
Teachers as the Number of Times Judgments Should be Made 
Yearly of Teachers Not on Tenure 1 
' 
Degree of Accept ability 
Number of T±rnes Judgments I 
Should be Made of Teachers I 
Not on Tenure Retention Promotiorl Salary 
i 
! 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
I 
I 
(1) l21 ill 141 ru _\9) (71 
I 
Zero ••••••••••••••••••• 0 10 1 lq 12 4 
One •• •••••.•••••••••••• 8 5 10 3 14 3 
Tvvo ••• ••••••••••••••••• 6 7 7 7[ 7 7 
Three • •.•••••...•.•••.• 8 6 8 6 9 5 
Fol.l.r' ••• •••••••••••••••• 14 2 11 J 14 2 Five ••.••••••.••••••••• 8 3 9 7 6 
Si x •••••••••••••••••••• 8 4 9 ~I 4 8 Seven ••.••.•••..•••..•• 1 9 1 1 10 
Ei ght •••••••••••••••••• 3 8 2 8. 1 9 
Nine or over ••••••••••• 39 1 3? l l 28 1 
I 
basis for decisions. Staff members other than teachers assigned the second 
I 
highest frequency to four judgments a year as a basis f or decisions in each 
I 
of the three categories. For retenti on and promotion 11 Zero" had the lov1est 
frequency, while for salary purposes "Seven" was assign~d the lowest 
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frequency by the staff members other than teachers. Table 57 repres ents 
I 
the data shovri.ng the degr ee of acceptability to staff Irejllbers other than 
teachers as the number of times jud§nents of a teacher'~ effectiveness 
I 
should b e made in the cour se of a school year of teache r s not on tenure. 
The largest index figure in each of the three categorie~ , retention, 
I 
promotion, and salary, was for nine or more jud§Uents of a teacher's 
I 
effectiveress as a basis for decisions. "Zero" ju:igrents were ranked 
I 
in tenth place as a basis for decisions as to retention and promotion. 
I 
The rank of nzero 11 judg;nents for salary shovm in colwnn 7 has moved into 
I 
fourth place. In each of the three categories the largest index figure 
I 
was at least twice the size of the second largest. For retention of 
I 
teachers not on tenure the ratio of largest 
' 
a cceptability was three to one. 
to second ]argest index of 
I 
I 
In Tables 58 and 59 is shmm the acceptability by 1lay people as 
I 
the number of tires judgments of a teacher's effectiveness should be made 
in the c curse of a school year of teachers not on tenuJe. These judgments 
I 
were to be considered as a basis for decisions concerning retention, pro-
I 
motion and salary. Unlike the results for teachers and for staff merr:bers 
I 
other than teachers there was no assignment of the largest frequency to the 
same number of judgments in each c ategory. I The 1 a,y people assigned the larg-
1 
est frequency to IIT',von for retention, to 11 0nen for promotion, and to none" for 
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salary. Forty-two per cent of the lay people in the inv Fstigation considered 
that one judgment of a teacher's e ffectiveness should bel made as a basis 
for decisions concerning salary. 
Table 58. Frequency of Mention by 242 L ay People in t h1e Investigation 
as the Number of Judgments to be Made Yearly pf Teachers Not 
on Tenure 
I 
Nwnber of Times Jud.gnent s Frequency o~ Mention 
Should be Made of Teachers 
Not on Tenure I Retention Promqtion Salary 
I 
err (2) 131 (4.) 
I 
I 
Zero •••• • •• •• • • •••• •••• 4 ~ 16 
One •• .•• • ••• ••• •••••• ••• 44 81 102 I 
'f\.vo • •••• • • •••• •• •• ••• • • 53 50 40 
Three •••• •• ••••••••• • •• 31 14 14 
Four •••• • ••• ••••••••• • • 42 2? 23 
Five •.•••••• •• •• •••• • •• 15 15 18 
Six ••.••• ••••• • .• ••••• • 7 I 1 4 Seven ••.•• • •••••••• • •.• 3 3 
Eigl1t • ••••••• • ••••••• •• 6 5 5 
Nine or over •• • . ••• •••. 38 31 17 
I 
' 
Table 59 presents the data shewing the degree of aeceptabili ty by lay 
I 
people as the number of tUnes judgments of a teacher's effectiveness should 
I 
be made in the course of a school year . The largest index figure for re-
I 
tention was a "11rvo" closely followed in rank by 110ne 11 a¢ 11Four 11 • When the 
~onsideration was salary, the highest index figure was that for one judgment 
I 
I 
to be made yearly. This index figure of 42 was the highest for any item in 
I 
any c at egory of response to Question X for teachers not on tenure. Considera-
1 
tion of Tables 55 and 57, and 59 would l ead to a conclus~on that teachers 
and staff members other than teachers were much more codcerned that a large 
I 
number of judgments be made than were the lay people in the investigation . 
I 
I 
Table 59. Degree of Acceptability by 242 Lay People as the Number of 
Times Judgments of Effectiveness Should be Ma!de Yearly of 
Teachers Not on Tenure 1 
I 
Number of Times Judgments Degree of Accdptability 
Should be Made of Teachers I 
Not on Tenure Retention Prcmotion 1 Salary 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
{1) .(2) (3) (4.) ('5 ) (6) (7) 
I 
Zero • •••••• • ••••.• ••• • • 1 9 2 18 6 6 
One ••••••••• •• ••••••••• 18 2 33 1  42 1 
Tvio ••••• •• • •• •• • ••• • • •• 21 1 20 12 16 2 
Three •••• • ••••• •••••••• 12 5 5 6 5 7 
Four ••••• •••••• • •• ••• •• 17 3 11 14 9 3 
Fi ve •••• • ••• • ••••••• ••• 6 6 6 15 7 4 
Six••••••••• • • • • • ••• • •• 2 7 3 7 1 9 
Seven • • •••••• • • • •••••• • 1 10 1 io 1 10 
Eight • •••••• • •••• • ••••• 2 8 2 19 2 8 
Nine or over • •• • ••••• •• 15 4 12 13 7 5 
I 
I 
The six tables which follow present for t eachers o:q tenure the same 
type of data as that j ust discussed fo r teachers not on ltenure. Table 60 
reports the frequency of mention by 958 teachers in the :investigation for 
the purposes of retention, promotion, and salary, while I Table 61 shows the 
degree of acceptability. 
I 
Table 60 . Frequency of Mention by the 958 Teachers as the Number of 
Judgments to be Made Yearly of Teachers on Tenure 
I 
' 
I 
Number of Times Judgmmts Frequency of Mention 
Should be Made of Te achers I 
on Tenure I Retention Promot:i,on Salary 
I 
(1) (2) (31 , (4 ) 
. . 
I 
Zero •••••••••• • •••••••• 367 36 1 195 
One •••••••••••• • •. • • • • • 119 141 1 178 
'fvlO • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 167 169 1 159 
Three •••••••••• • ••. •• •• 78 115 1 ill 
Four •.•• • ••••••••••••• • 89 146 1 ll2 
Five ••••••••• • • • ••••• • • 59 123 1 90 
Six •• • ••••••••••••••• • • 25 63 1 35 
Sev en •..•••••••.••••••• 2 15 1 6 
Ei~1t .• ..•••••••••••••• 8 17 1 13 
Nine or over • • ••••••••• 44 133 1 60 
I 
I 
I 
12 6 
The results for t he categories of retention and sa+ary shov1ed the high-
1 
est frequency for j udgments to be made 11 Zero" times in ~ he course of a 
school year. The choice of more than one third of the teachers was for 
I 
I 
11 Zero 11 judgments for purposes of retention . The choice s for decisions 
I 
I 
concerning promotion were more evenly distributed with j1Ti'vo 11 mentioned 
most frequently . Table 61 presents the data showing th~ degree of accept-
I 
abilit y to teachers as t he numb er of times j udgments of a teacher's effect-
1 
iveness should be made in the course of a s chool year f pr teachers on 
tenure . The largest index figure for promotion was for i 11 Tvfo 11 judgments . 
I 
For purposes of r etention ani salary the largest i ndex 1figure was for 11 Zerou 
I 
I 
I 
j ucJmnents . 
Table 61 . Degree of . cceptability by 958 Teachers as t he Number of 
Times Judgments Should be Made Yearly of Teachers on Tenure 
I 
l 
Umber of T" es Judgments Degree of Acceptability 
Should be , ade of Teachers I 
on Tenure 
Promotion I Retention . Salary 
I 
' 
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Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(l) (2) (3) (h) ( 5') ( 6) f?} 
I 
Zero • ••••••••••••••• • 38 1 3 g 20 1 
0 e • •• • • • •• • • • • •••••• 12 3 14 31 18 2 
'1\vo . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 17 2 17 ~ 16 3 
Three ••••••• •••.•• • • • 8 5 12 51 11 5 
Four ••••••• •• • .••••• • 9 h 15 2 11 4 
i ve • •• * • •• • •• • ••••• • 6 6 12 61 9 6 
1 X• •• • • •• ••• •••• •• •• 2 8 6 71 3 8 
Seven ••.•••••••• •• ••• 0 10 1 1q 0 10 
. 
ght •• ~ · ··· · · · ·· ··· · 1 9 1 9 1 9 
Nine or over ••••••••• 4 7 13 # 6 7 
I 
The teachers agree only on tne ra11.k order of four jjtems in all three 
categories . The index of the first-ranked item for retdntion was more than 
I 
tvdce as l arge as that for the item ranked in second plg.ce . The indices of 
acceptability f or prom~tion and salary were more nearly :alike . 
·Tables 62 and 63 shov; the reactions of staff membeL's other than 
teachers concerning teachers on tenure. 
I 
Tabl e 62 shows 
1
the frequency of 
menti on by 298 staff members other than teachers as the lnum.ber of times 
I j udgments should be made each year of teachers on tenure as a bas i s for 
I 
deci s i ons corc er ning retention, pr omot i on, and salary , while Table 63 shows 
I 
I 
I 
I the degree of acceptability of each item . As was reportFd for teachers 
in Table 60, the highest frequency f or purposes of retention and salary 
I 
was f or "Zero" judgments to be made in the course 
choice of more than one third of the teachers was 
of a sphool year. The 
I for 11 Zero11 judgments to 
I 
be made fur the purpose of making decisions as to re tentibn. The choices 
I 
for j udgments for decisions concerning JrOmotion and sa.lp.ry were more evenly 
distributed. 11 Nine or more" was mentioned most frequent~y for promotion 
I 
and none" was the most frequent choice for salary. The lfewest choices in 
I 
each of the categories were for 11Seven11 judgments t o be made yearly. 
I 
I 
Table 62 . Frequency of Mention by the 298 Staff Members Other Than 
Teachers as the Number of Judgments to be Maqe Yearly of 
Teachers on Tenure 
1 
I 
Number of Times Judgments Frequency of Mention 
Should be Made of Teachers I 
on Tenure Retention Promotion Salary 
I 
(1) (2 ) (3) I _(4) 
I 
Zero ••••••••• • ••••••••• 109 7 I 58 
One ••••••••• • ••••• • •••• 45 55 I 65 
'fv10 . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 33 45 I 41 
Thr~e •••••••••••••••••. 20 30 
I 29 Four ••••••••.•••••••••• 21 36 30 
Fi ve •••••••••••• • •••••• 17 25 I 15 
Six • ••••••••••••••••••• 9 20 I 8 
Seven • . •• •.••• • •.••• • •• 2 3 I 2 
Ei ght •••••• •• • • •••• • •• • 3 4 I 3 Ni ne or more ••••••••••• 39 74 47 
I 
I 
1 2 9' 
Table 63 presents the data showing the degree of ac beptability by staff 
I 
members other than teachers as tre number of times judglJlf?nts of a teacher's 
i 
effectiveness should be made in the course of a school y~ar of teachers on 
I 
tenure. 
I 
Table 63 . Degree of Acceptability by 298 Staff Members bther Than 
Teachers as the Number of Judgments to be Mad~ Yearly of 
Teachers on Tenure 
I 
Number of Times Judgments Degree of Acceptability 
Should be ade of Teachers 
on Tenure Retention Promotioh Salary 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4 ) (15) (6) (?) 
I 
Zero ••••••••••••••••••• 36 1 2 :a 19 2 
One •••••••••••••••••••• 15 2 18 12 21 ' 1 
Two •••••• •••••••••••••• 11 4 15 13 13 4 
Three •••••••••••••••••• 7 6 10 It 9 6 Four ••••••••••••••• ~ ••• 7 5 12 10 5 
Five •••••••••••••• • •••• 5 7 8 J6 5 7 
Six •••••••• •• •••••••••• 3 8 6 ib 2 8 Seven •. •••••.•...• .•..• 1 10 1 1 10 
Eight ••••••••••••• • ••.• 1 9 1 19 1 9 
Ni ne or over ••••••••••• 13 3 30 11 15 3 
I 
The largest index figure in each category was for a different number 
of j udgments as a basis for decisions concerning retention, promotion, or 
I 
salary. The staff members other than teachers agree only on the rank order 
I 
of two items in all three categories. The index for th~ item ranked in 
first place for retention by the s taff members other th lan teachers was more 
i 
than twice as large as that for the item ranked in secopd place. 
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In Tables 64 and 65 is shown the acceptability by tihe 242 lay peple 
I 
in the investigation as the number of times judgments of a teacher's 
effed.t iveness should be made in the coo.rse of a school year of teachers 
I 
on tenure. 
I 
Table 64 . Frequency of Mention by 242 Lay People in th~ Investigation 
I 
as the Number of Judgments to be Made Yearly
1
of Teachers 
on Tenure 
Number of Times Judgments Frequency of :Mention 
Should be Made of Teachers 
on Tenure I Retention Promoti?n Salary 
I (1) (2) (3) 1_41 
Zero ••••••••••••••••••••• 81 5 I 34 I 
One ••••••• • •••••••••••••• 73 105 I 123 
'I'vio • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 45 48 I 40 
Three •••• • • • • • •• ••••••••. 16 17 I 12 
Four •• . •••••••• • ••••.•••• 17 19 I 15 
Five .•••••.••.••.•••••••• 4 10 I 6 
Six •••••••••••••••••••••• 0 4 I 0 
Seven •• • .. • •••••.•••••••• 0 3 I 2 
Eight •••••••••••••••••••• 1 1 I 1 
Nine or over ••••••••••••• 5 29 I 9 
i 
I 
These judgments were to be considered as a basis fpr decisions con-
cerning retention, promotion, and salary. Like the resiuts for teachers 
and for staff members other than teachers there was no kssignment of the 
I 
largest frequency to the same number of j udgments in each category. The 
I 
lay people assigned the largest frequency to 11 Zero" for i retention, 110ne 11 
I 
for promotion, and "One" for salary. 
Slightly more than one half of the lay people in the inve
1
stigation con-
I . 
si dered that one jud.gptent of a teacher 1 s effectiveness snould be made as 
I 
a basis for decisions concerning salary. 
Table 65 presents the data sho·wing the degree of acdeptability by 
I 
lay people as the number of t:imes ju~ents of a teacher'1s effectiveness 
should be made in the cwrse of a school year. 
I 
Table 65. Degree of Acceptability by 21~2 Lay People as the Number of 
I 
Times Judgments of Effectiveness Should be Made Yearly of 
Teachers on Tenure I 
I 
~Jumber of Times Judgments Degree of A I •• cce ptabil1ty 
Should be Lade of Teachers 
on Tenure Retention Promotion Salary 
Index Rank I ndex I Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2} (3} _l4) 1(5)_ (6) (7) 
I 
Zero •..•••••.•••••••••• 33 1 2 1 8 14 3 
One ••.••••••••••••••••• 30 2 43 1 1 50 1 
Tvvo •••••••••••••••••••• 18 3 19 2 16 2 
Three •••••••••••••••••• 6 5 7 I 5 4 5 
Four . • ••••••••••••••••• 6 4 7 1 4 6 4 
Five ••.•••••••••••••••• 2 7 4 1 6 2 7 
Six •••••••• •• •••••••••• 0 9 2 
I ~ 0 10 Seven • • .••••••••••••••• 0 10 1 1 8 
Eight •••••••••••••••••• 0 8 0 :10 0 9 
Nine or over ••••••••••• 2 6 11 3 3 6 I 
I 
i 
The largest index figure for retention was 11 Zerott closely followed in 
I 
rank by ll0ne" and then by nrwon. ·when the consideration was promotion or 
salary, the highest index figure was that for one judgm~nt to be made yearly. 
I 
This index figure of 50 was the highest for any item i~ any category of 
132 
response to Question X for teachers on tenure. Considerat ion of Tables 61, 
63, and 65 would lead to a conclusion that teachers and staff members other 
I 
than teachers were more concerned than the lay people in fhe investigation 
that a large number of j udgplents be made as a basis for dfcisions concern-
ing prc:motion. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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having a merit-salary program to these personal charact~ristics proposed 
for evaluation. 
Table 66. - Degree of Acceptability of Personal Charact~ristics Propos ed 
f or Evaluation by 718 Teachers in CommunitiTs Having a 
erit-Salary Program 
Personal Characteristics 
{1) 
Habits of work ••• •• ••••••••• • •• 
Physical well- eing .••••••••••• 
Emotional stability •••••••••••• 
Appear ance •••••••••••••• . • e •••• 
Attitude toward rork •••••••• ••• 
Breadth of interests and 
ta ents •• • • ••••• -··••••••••• 
De endabil ty •••••••••••••••••• 
Cooperation ••••••••••• _ •• • ••..• 
Sense of proportion •••••••••••• 
Sense of hurr1or • •• • • ••• ••••••••• 
Adaptability ••••••••••••••••••• 
Total 
'leighted 
Score 
l2) 
2994 
2974 
3353 
2772 
2312 
787 
3267 
3207 
2931 
2877 
3118 
Ind~x of 
Accept-
ability 
83 
83 I 
93 
77 
64 
I 
~ 
91 
~~ 
80 
k? 
I 
Rank 
l4 J 
5 
6 
1 
10 
2 
3 
7 
8 
4 
The ma ·or port ion of the teache r s responding ass i ghed to each of 
I 
these personal ch rae eristics scal e v ue fr om 3, "S'fe" , through , 
HGreat" . u otional stability" a.nd 11Dependabilit y11 shq¥ed the largest 
t otal wei te 
" Cooperation" . 
score . Ranking in third place with an i 1ndex of 89 was 
The teachers responding felt that 11 Appe1arance 11 and 
I 
n. tti tude t cw•ard worku were the l east acceptable of thl measures of a 
13 5 
I 
t eacher ' s effecti veness . The re was a range of 29 • I po~nts in the index 
I 
f i gures of the degree of acceptability. I 
I 
Tabl e 67 shows the s taff member s ot her than teachf3rs to differ 
fran the t eachers in communities having a merit-sa1ar y1program in the 
I 
Table 67 . Degree of cceptability of Persona l Characteris tics Proposed 
fo r Evaluation by 216 Staff Members Other rrpan Teachers in 
Communit ies Havi ng a Merit-Salary Program 
' 
Total I n!dex of 
Personal Characteristics Feighted Adcept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (.2) (3) (4 ) 
926 I Habits of work ••• •••••••••••• I 86 6 
Physical well-bei ng ••••••• ••• 901 I 83 7 
Emot ional stability ••••• • •••• 1021 95 1 
Appe arance .• ••••••••••••••••• 862 I 80 10 
Att i tude toward work ••••• • ••• 1002 I 93 4 
I 
Br eadth of interests and I 
talents •••••••••••••• • ••••••• 847 I 78 11 
Dependability •• • •••• • •••••••• 1018 94 2 
Cooperation •••••••••••••••••• 1010 I 94 3 I 
Sense of proportion •••••••••• 884 I 82 8 
Sense of humor ••••••••••••••• 866 I 80 9 
I 
Adaptability ••••••••••••••••• 937 I 87 5 
I 
degree of acceptabili t y of the personal characteristics . The three items 
I 
ranked highest were t he same , but the i ndex scor es were different. The 
I 
staff members other than t eachers consid ered 11Appearahce 11 and "Br eadth 
I 
of interest and talents " to be of least value in dete;rmining a teache:r~s 
I 
! 
I 
136 
effectiveness . 
I 
Table 68 shows the degree of acceptability of the pei"sonal charac-
teristics proposed for evaluation to the lay people in 'communities mving 
a merit-salary program. The bulk of the reaction~ werJ in the three 
Table 68. Degree of Acceptability of Personal Characteristics Proposed 
for Evaluation by 164 Lay People in Communi~ies Having a 
erit-Sala ry Program 
I 
Personal Characteristics Total Indef of 
Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score abi4ty 
I 
(1) (2) {3J (4) 
I 
Habit s of vrork .•••• •.••••• • ••• 674 82 7 I 
Physical well-being ••••••••••• 665 81 8 
Emoti om 1 s tability ••••••••••• 772 914 1 
Appe a.r ance •••••••••••• •••• • • • • 614 75 11 
Attitude t~1ard v~rk •••• •••••• 762 13 2 
Breadth of interest s and 
talents •• • •••• ••• ••• • •• • • •• • •• 627 ~6 10 
Dependability ••••••••••••••••• 756 92 3 
Cooperation •• •• ••••••••••••••• 731 89 4 
Sense of proportion ••••••••••• 675 82 6 
Sense of humor ..•••••••••••••• 629 ~7 9 
Adaptability •••••••••••• • ••••• 708 86 5 I 
I 
I 
I 
highest scale values with no weighting of less than "3" being assigned 
to either "Emotional stability" or 11Dependability. 11 More than 75 per 
I 
cent of the responients assigned the maximum score to
1 
the item of 
I 
11 Fmotiom..l stability." 
Acceptability of further measures of a teacher 's effectiVaness.--
11In judging a teacher's effectiveness, how much weightl would you give 
to each of the follmving?" was the sec-ond question. 
The degree of acceptability of these measures is sh<Mn in Table 69 
for 718 teachers in communities having a merit-salar-.f ~rogram. 
I 
Table 69. Degree of Acceptability of Measures of a Teacher's 
Effectiveness by 718 Teachers in Conmunitie 1
1
s Having 
a Merit-Salary Program 
Measures of Effectiveness 
Total 
Weighted 
Score 
Index of 
Abcept-
j bility 
Rank 
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(1) 
.. - - . ~(·~--'2 ), ___ +-_ 1__,(..:;....3 ).__1--"(-'-'4 )'---
Class progress, objectively 
measured•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Use of new methods •••••••••••••••••• 
Providing for individual 
differences .•••.•••••••••••••••••••• 
General instructional skil1 ••••••••• 
Control of physical conditions •••••• 
Economy of supplies and property •••• 
Clerical effieency •••••••••••••••••• 
Discipline ••••••••••...••••••••••••• 
Sharing school responsibility ••••••• 
Contributing to llespri.t de corps 11 ••• 
Extra-curricular activities ••••••••• 
Contributing to community p rogress •• 
Activity in professional groups ••••• 
Enriching community life •••••••••••• 
Sensitivity to public reaction •••••• 
Cooperation with laymen in school 
planning • •.•••.••.....••......•..... 
Leadership of children in non-
school activities ••••••••••••••••••• 
2741 
2552 
3138 
3219 
2429 
1$51 
1830 
3287 
3012 
2940 
2248 
2419 
2267 
2372 
2467 
2444 
2103 
1 
76 
171 
87 
1
90 
68 
! 51 
51 
I ~ 
82 
163 
1
67 
63 
66 
169 
168 
59 
I 
6 
7 
3 
2 
10 
16 
17 
1 
4 
5 
14 
ll 
13 
12 
$ 
9 
15 
Two thirds of the teachers assigned the highest weight ! to 11Discipline." 
Table 70 showed a similar pattern of r esponse for lthe staff rrenbers 
i 
to that reported above for the teachers in only a few :}.nstances . 
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Table 70 . Degree of Acceptability of Measures of a Teacher's Effectiveness 
by 216 Staff Members 6ther Than Teachers in 1 Communities 
Having a Merit-Sala r y Program I 
I 
I 
Total Indeoc of 
Measures of Effectiveness Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score abill ty 
I 
lll (2) (3,) (4) 
I 
Class progress, ob jectively I 
measured •••••••••••••••••••••••• 845 7,8 7 
Use of new methods ••••••• ••• •••• 799 714 8 
Providing for individual 
differences ••••••••••••••••••••• 969 ~0 3 
Gereral instructional skill ••••• 1000 ~3 1 
Control of physical con:iitions •• 754 70 11 
I 
Econcmy of supplies and property 688 q4 15 
Clerical efficienc,y •••••••••••• 659 61 17 
Discipline •••••••••••••••••••••• 991 92 2 
Sharing school responsibility, •• 963 ~b 4 Cont ributing to 11 esprit de corps" 930 6 
f 
Extra-curricular activities •••••• 743 99 14 
Contributing to oommunity pro-
gress •..••••••.•••••••.••...•..•. 949 88 5 
Activity in professional groups .• 773 l~ 10 Enriching community ]jfe ••••••••• 748 13 
Sensitivity to public reaction ••• 777 72 9 
Cooperation with laymen in school I 
pla~~~ng .•••••••••••••.•••••••••• 751 7o l2 
Leadership of children in {)on-
b2 school activities ••••••• •• ••• .•••• 674 16 
I 
I 
Table 71 reports the reactions of the lay people I in communities 
I 
having a meri t-salar y pr ogram to the same measur es o~ a t eacher's . 
effectiveness . The highest pos sibl e score was assigned to IIDisciplinen 
by 61 per cent of the lay respondents in communities Javing a merit-
1 
salary program. "Gemral ins tructional skill" was sesom and 11Contribu-
ting to 1 espri t de corps ', " third. 
Table 71. Degree of Acceptabilit y of Measures of a TJacher's 
Effectiveness by 164 L~ People i n Communiiies 
Having a Meri t-Salary Program 1 
Measures of Effectiveness 
( 1 } 
Cl ass progress , objectively 
measured • • •• • •• •••••••••• • •• • ••••• 
Use of nE!'N methods •••••••••••••••• 
Providing for individual dif fer-
ences ••• •• ••••• ••• • • ••• • • ••••• • • • • 
Gereral instructional skill ••• • •• • 
Control of physical c onii t ions •••• 
Economy of supplies and property •• 
Clerical efficiency ••••••••• • •• • •• 
Discipline ••••••• ••••••••••••••••• 
Sharing school responsibility ••••• 
Contributing to "espri t re corps 11 • 
Extra-curri cular activiti es • ••••• • 
Contributing to community progress 
Activity in professional groups ••• 
Enrich i llS community lif e •••• •• ••• • 
Sensitivity to public reaction ••• • 
Cooperation with laymen in school 
planning .••••••••••• • ••• • • • •••••• . 
Leadership of children in non-
school activities • • ••• • ••••••••••• 
Total 
7fei ghted 
Score 
_(21 
684 
577 
719 
738 
548 
3Cfl 
460 
744 
681 
682 
544 
565 
519 
580 
553 
611 
555 
I 
Index of 
Acrrept-
ability 
I 
(3) 
Rank 
4 
9 
3 
2 
13 
17 
16 
1 
6 
3 
14 
10 
15 
8 
12 
7 
11 
(4) 
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Acceptability of items other than supervisory repbrts.-- In Question 
III the respondents were asked to indicate the amount bf acceptability 
I 
of it a~s in addition to reports of supervi sory staff members for deter-
1 
mining a teacher's effectiveness . · 
The reactions of the 718 teachers in communities paving a merit-
salary program are shown in Table 72. The total weighfed scores for all 
items were much lower than those obtained in response ~o t he first two 
questions. I I 
I 
Table 72. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Determiners of 
Effecti veness by 718 Teachers in Communitids Having a 
Merit-Salary Program 
Total Ind~x of 
Determiners of Effectiveness Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score abiJ.lity 
(1) ~\21 Jl31 ill 
I 
I 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
I measured by standardized 
tests ••• ••••••••••••••••••••• 2429 98 1 2. Pupil judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by I Top ten pupils in class •••• 1907 55 4 
Entire class •••••••• ~ •••••• 2348 65 2 
Lowest t en pupils in class . 1532 43 6 
3. Teacher ju~ent on a pre- I 
detenn i ned scale used by 
57 Teachers i n the building. -. 2048 3 
Teachers not in the 
41 building ••••••••••••••••••• 1463 7 
Committee composed of both h groups ••••••••••••••••••••• 1905 5 
I 
The responses for the 216 staff nembers othe r th~ teachers are 
I 
I 
summarized in Table 73 am reveal a relatively loo degree of ac cept-
! 
ability a l s o. Judgment by teachers not in t he buildink was not con-
I 
sidered of 11Great 11 acceptabil i t y by any staff member rrsponding. 
I 
Table 73. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Deter~ners of 
Effectiveness by 216 Staff Members Other Than Teachers 
in Communities Having a Merit-salary Progr~ 
I 
Total Inde~ of 
Determiners of Effectiveness Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
! 
(1 ) (21 (3) (4) 
I 
1. Amo unt of pupil progress as I 
measured by standardized tests 725 67 1 
2. Pupil judgment on a pr edeter- I 
mined scale used by I 
Top ten pupils in class ••••• 528 ~~ 5 Entire class ••• ••••••••••••• 669 2 
Lowest ten pupils in class • • 437 4o 6 
3. Teache r - ~dgme nt on a predet er I 
mined scale used by ~6 Teachers in the building •• •• 606 3 
Teachers not in the building 334 31 7 
Con1Jnittee composed of both 
I 
groups • •••••••••• ••••• •••••• 581 14 4 
I 
Similarly, j udgment by the lowest ten pupils in the class was assigned 
I 
"Greattt weight by only f our staff members . Judgment by all pupils in 
I 
the class ranks second to the stardardized test measurEment of pupil 
progress as a determiner of effectiveness . 
1 41 
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he reactions of the lay people i n communities h a~ing a merit-
s!lary program show i n Table 74 a gr ea ter spread of acbeptability than 
was f ound in the responses of either the teachers or t be s taff memb ers 
ot her than t eache r s t o this group of it ems. The lONes~ index of 
I 
Table 74. I Degree of Acceptability of Sugges t ed Determiners 
of Ef fectiveness by 164 Lay People in C~runuhities 
Having a Merit-Salary Program 1 
i 
Tot al I ndex of 
Determiners of Effectivenes s Weighted Acce,pt- Rank 
Score abili ty 
I 
(1 ) ( 2 ) (3) (4) 
I 
1 . Amount o f upil regress a s 
measured by stand.ardj_zed tests 633 17 1 2e pil j u gment on a predeter-
mined s cale used by I 
To ten upils in class ... ... 435 53 5 
Entire class ••• •••••••• •••• • 596 73 2 
L ·~~st ten pupi ls i 1  c l ass •• 343 42 7 
3. Teacher ju ~ent on a p.r.·edeter-
mj~ed s cal e used by I 
Teachers i.n the ui lding • • •• 493 60 4 
Teachers not i n the building 354 ~.3 6 
Co i ttee composed of both 
groups • • • •• • •.••••.•• • •••••• 526 14 3 
I 
I 
I 
acce tability was 42, obtained by the "Lowest ten upi ls i n the c lass • 11 
Ho.vever _, the t wo highest indices wer e 77 and 73, cons~derably above those 
for teachers or staff members . ttAmount of pupil progress as measured by 
s t an:l.ardized t ests" was agai n ranked f irst vr.ith an i nfex of 77. 
Acceptability of evaluation items suggested for placement in a 
I 
personnel record folder .- Question I V s r.1it ted to the respondents a 
I 
group of seven items suggested f or pl.acenent in a persormel record 
I 
folder for use in making a j udgment of a teacrer 1 s eff~ctiveness . 
Table 75 
I 
reports the reactions of the 718 teacre rs i n ccmmunities 
I 
I 
Table 75 . Degree of Acceptability of Items Suggested for lacement in 
a ersonnel Record FoJ.rler by 718 Teachers in Communitie s 
Having a Merit-Sala r y Program 1 
I 
Total I ndex of 
I tems Suggested for Personnel ~ eighted I Rank Accept-
Record Folder Score ability 
I 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
1 . Rep rts of s upervisory obser - I 
vat i ons .•.••...•• .. . •• .•. . .. • 2607 73 2 
2. Records of further stuqy • •• •• 2495 69 3 
3. Records of committee work •••• 2155 {;>0 5 
4. Reports on extra-curricular 
56 acti vities •••••••••••• • •••••• 2007 6 
5. Standard test records of I 
classes tau~t ••••••••••••••• 2302 64. 4 
6 .. Reports of corrmunity activi-
I 
ties u dertakan by t he teacher 1901 53 7 
n Reports of speci al me thods or I { . 
materials developed ••••••••••• 2619 !73 1 
I 
I 
having a merit-salary program •• The frequencies of weights assigned re-
I 
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sulted in indices of acceptability r anging from 73 dovm to 53 . The t eachers 
I 
gave t he greatest weights to "Reports of special netliods or materials 
I 
I 
1 44 
developed" and to "Reports of supervisory observation~". Least acceptable 
I 
to the teachers were "Reports of community activities ~ undertaken by the 
I 
t eacher." 
I Table 76 reports the reacti ons of staff members other than te achers 
I 
in the c 001!Ilunities having a merit-salary program . . ThEf weights assigned 
vary from those reported by the teachers in Table 75. 1 The items ranked 
I 
third ani seventh were the only ones on which there was agreement . 
I 
Table 76 . Degree of cceptability of I tems Suggested 1for Placement in 
a Personnel Record Folder by 216 Staff Members Other Than 
Teachers in Communities Having a Meri t-SaMry Program 
I 
I 
I tems Suggested for Personnel Tot al I ndex of 
I Record Folder Weighted ccept- Rank 
Score ability 
I 
( 1) _l2)_ 
_W (4) 
I 
1. Reports of su:pervisory obser- I 
vations ••••••••••.•••••••••• • 860 80 1 
2 . Records of further study ••••• 745 69 3 
3. Records of canmittee work •••• 677 63 I 4 4. Reports on extra-curricular 
activities ••••••••••••• • •••• • 634 59 5 
I 
5. Standard test records of 
i6 cl asses taught •••••••••••••• • 607 6 6. Reports of community activ-
ities undertaken by the I 
teacher •••••••••• • ••••••••••• 599 15 7 7. Reports of special methods 
or materials developed ........ 816 76 2 
I 
I 
The degree of a cceptability by the 164 lay p:!Ople in communities 
I 
having a merit-salary program are reported in Table 77. Examination 
I 
I 
reveals that ''Reports of supervisory observations 11 was I assigned the 
largest total weighted score. 
I 
I 11Stan:l.ard test records of classes 
I 
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taught" which had the third highest score actually was1 assigned a weight 
Table 77. Degree of Acceptability of Items Suggested fer Placement 
in a Personnel Record Folder by 164 L~ People in Communities 
Having a Merit-Salary Pr ogram · 
Items Suggested for Personnel 
Record Folder 
(1) 
1. Reports of supervisory obxer-
vation.s •••. .••••••..•......•• 
2. Records of further study ••••• 
3. Records of committee work •••• 
4. Reports on extra-curricular 
activities ••••••••••••••••••• 
5. Standard test records of 
classes taught ••••••••••••••• 
6. Reports of community activi-
ties undertaken by the teacher 
7. Reports of special methods or 
materials developed ••••••••••• 
Total 
Weighted 
Score 
(2) 
671 
607 
483 
487 
622 
466 
627 
I 
In~ex of 
Accept-
abiility 
(3) 
I 
i 
82 
74 
59 
I 
59 
I 
76 
57 
I 76 
! 
I 
Rank 
l4) 
1 
4 
6 
5 
3 
7 
2 
of "5 11 one more time . It would seem that supervisory! processes arrl 
I 
reports should receive consideration as an acceptable
1 
part of a pro-
gram for evaluation . "Reports of supervisory observations" was most 
acceptable to staff members and lay people . 
I 
Y.!i th teat hers this i t em was 
I 
ranked in second place, but the indices for the firs t i and second-ranked 
items were the same. 
The "Most 11 acceptable and 11Least 11 acceptable judg~s of teaching.-
! 
In Ques t ion V the respondents were asked t o indicate the ~rson most 
I 
preferred and least preferred as a judge of teaching. I 
I 
The preferences for teachers are indicated in Table 78. The 
i 
"Supervising principal" was most preferred by marly one third of the 
I 
I 
Table 78. Degree of Acceptability as a Judge of Teaching According by 
718 Teachers in Co.rrununities Having a Merit-Salary Program 
I 
Total I ndebc of 
Person Preferred Weighted Acce,t:t- Rank 
to Judge Teaching Score abilit I :y 
111 (2) (t3) (4) 
Superintendent •••••••••••••••••• 103 ]4 3 
Supervisors ••••••••••••••.•••••• 109 :lf5 2 
Su~rvising principal ••• •••••••• 223 31 1 
Teaching principal •••••••••••••• 86 :lil 4 
Teacher concerned ••••••••••••••• 3 10 6 
Fellow teachers ••••••••••••••••• 5 !1 5 
Pupils •.. •.•.••...•.•.•.•......• -61 IO 7 
Parents ••.•••••••••••. .•.•.•.••• -123 10 9 
Other lay persons ••••••••••••••• 
-257 0 10 
Educational experts i'rcm outside I 
the local system •.•••••••••••••• -90 10 8 
I 
teachers responding. Table 78 shows a wide variance ~n the degree of 
The I indices for most acceptability of the r:ersons proposed as judges . 
I 
I 
of the j udges are low. The I total weighted scores in Que stion V were 
I 
obtained by subtracting trn frequencies for 11Least 11 ftan those from 
11Most 11 • The minus scores resulting were considered ak having a zero 
I 
146 
index of acceptability. 11Parents 11 and "other lay persbns 11 were least 
I 
acceptable as judges of teaching. I I 
Staff members other than teachers reported in Ta~le 79 show no 
I 
I 
Table 79 . Degree of Acceptability as a Judge of Teaching According 
to 216 Staff Members Other Than Teachers in Communities 
Having a Merit-Salary Program 
Total Index of 
Person Preferred Weighted Accept- Rank 
to Judge Teaching Score ability 
I 
(1)_ (2) 13J l4) 
' 
Superintendent ••••••••••••• •••••• 49 22 2 
Supervisors . ••••••••••••••••••••• 47 21 3 
Supervising principal •••••••••••• 84 ~8 1 
Teaching principal ••••••••••••••• 8 14 4 
Teacher concerned •••••••••••••••• 
-5 0 5 
I 
Fellow teachers •••••••••••••••••• 
-7 10 6 
Pupils • .••....• ....••...•..• .••.• -20 10 8 
Parents •• •• • ••••• ••• •••• •••••• ••• -47 10 9 
Other 1~ persons ••••••• • •••••••• 
-93 10 10 
Educational experts from outs ide I 
the local system •••••••••••••••• • -16 l o 7 
' 
I 
choice of "Parents" or 110ther lay persons" as the mos;t preferred judge 
of teaching. "Superintendent" , "3upsrvisors 11 , 11 Supa ~vising principal" , 
I 
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and "Teaching principal" were the only items with po~itive total weighted 
I 
scores. The "Supervising principal" was again r anked f irst . The total 
I 
weigpted score for the "Supervising principal" was more than ten times 
I 
that of the "Teaching principal" which was ranked fourth. 
I 
I 
The degree of acceptabilit y fo r lay perople in co,mmunities having 
a merit-salary program is shown in Tabl e 80. There wJs no mention by 
I 
Table 80 . Degree of Acceptabi lity a s a Judge of Tea cli i ng According 
to 164 Lay People in Communities Having a Merit - Salar y Program 
I 
Person Preferred 
to Judge Teaching 
(1) 
Super intendent •• ••••••••••••• • •• 
Supervisors •••••••••••• •• •••• • • • 
Supe·rvising principal ••••••••••• 
Teaching principal • • ••••• • •••• • • 
Teacher concerned •••••• • •••••••• 
Fellow teachers •• • •• ••••• • •• • ••• 
Pupils •• •• ••• • •••• •. ••••.••••••• 
Parents •• • • ••••..••••••• • ••••• • • 
Other 1~ persons ••••••••••••••• 
Educati onal experts from outside 
the local system •••••• • ••••••••• 
Total 
Wei ghted 
Score 
47 
21 
59 
7 
- 21 
- J,. 
- 25 
- 36 
-!,.8 
0 
Index of 
Ac~ept­
ab:jlity 
(3) 
28 
12 
35 
14 
10 
I 
10 
10 
0 
10 
I 
lo 
I 
I 
Rank 
(4 ) 
2 
3 
1 
4 
7 
6 
8 
9 
10 
5 
I lay feOple of either rtParents 11 or "Other Lay People 11 as the most pre-
1 
f erred judge of teach:ing . 110 ther Lay person..'> 11 were m~ntioned as least 
I 
acceptable by 3 0 per cent of the lay people responding f rom communities 
I 
having a neri t-s alary program. The l ay fBOple s eJ.e cted the 11Supervis-
l 
ing principal" as having three times the acceptabilit;v of the 11Supervisorsu 
and nine t imes the acceptal:il..ity of the "Teaching prinbipal. 11 
I 
Most acceptable combinations of persons to judge teacher effective-
! 
~·-- Question VI asked, 11What combiration of the :f[ollaving persons 
I 
would insure the fairest j udgment of a teacher's effec:tiveness?" 
The acceptability of the combimtions tot he tea~hers, staff 
I 
members other than teachers, and lay people in co.mmun:i!ties having a 
I 
merit-salary program is reported in Table 81. 
I 
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Table 81. Degree of Acceptabil ity by Respondents in jConmunities Having 
a Meri t-Salary Program as the Combination 9f Persons to 
Insure the Fair est Judgr~ nt of a Teacher's 1Effectiveness 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
I 
Degree of AccJptability 
I 
Combinati ons I 
Teachers Staff Lay Memb~rs People 
I 
(1) (2) (3) T4 J 
I 
Administrative, supervisory I 
and teaching personnel •••••• 27 27 1 17 
Administrative and super- I 
visory personnel and educa- I 
tional experts _from outside I 
the local systa~ •••• •••••••• 28 431 44 
Ad.m.i.nS trati ve , supervisory, I 
and teaching personnel and I 
educational experts from I 
outside the local system •••• 10 91 12 
Teaching pers onnel and educa- I 
ttional experts from outside 
31 the local system •••••••••••• 2 3 I 
I 
Accept ability as t he person who should make dedJsions as to retention, 
I 
promotion, or s alary. - "After inform tion on the teacher's effectiveness 
I 
has been gathered from various s rurces , who should mcrke decisions as to 
retention, promot ion, or salary, as a result of a stJ dy of this information?" 
I 
I 
I 
I 
The answers to Question VII are summarized in Table 82 for the 718 
I 
1 50 
teachers in communities having a merit-salary program.
1 
The 11Superintend-
ent11 was mentioned most frequently as the person to make decisions as to 
Table 82 . Degree of Acceptability by 718 Teachers i n Communities 
Having a Merit-Salar,y Program as the Person1 Vllio Should 
~. ake Decisions as t o Retention, Promotion, or Salary 
I 
I 
Degree of Acceptapili ty 
Person to Make Decision Retention PrcmotJion Salary 
I ndex Rank In®x 
I 
Rank I ndex Rank I 
(1) (2 ) C3J (4) I ( 5) (6) (7) 
Super i ntendent •• • •••• • •• • •• 65 1 61 I 1 68 1 
Assistants to the I .. 
superintendent ••••••• • ••••• 12 6 14 I 6 9 6 Supervisors • • •• ••• •• ••••••• 32 3 29 3 12 5 
Supe rvising principal. • • • • • 46 2 45 I 2 25 3 
Teaching principal • ••• ••• • • 18 5 16 I 5 5 7 
-Teacher com~ttee • •• ••••••• 9 7 9 I 7 17 4 
Committee of any of the I 
above • • • • •• • • •••• •• •••••••• 26 4 27 I 4 34 2 
I 
I 
retention, promotion, arrl salacy. The 11Supervising p~incipal11 and the 
I 
"Supervisorsn ranked next to the "Superintendent" a s the person to make 
I 
decisions . Decisions as to salary will be seen in Tabl e 82 to vary 
I 
somewhat from retention and promot ion. Table 83 shoVl
1
s the "Superintend-
ent" to be most acceptable to staff members other than teachers as the 
person who should make decisions as to retention, pr-o1motion, or salary. 
I 
I 
I 
The rfaupervising principal" received the second highest ~requency of 
mention for making decisions as to retention and promot~on. The rank 
I 
Table 83 . 
erson to 
I 
Degree of Acceptability by 216 Staff Members lother Than 
Teachers in Communities Having a Merit-Sala~ Program as 
the erson Who Should Make Decisions as to Retention, 
Promotion, or Salary I 
I 
egree of Acceptabilit 
I 
. ake Decision i Retention romotion Salary I 
I 
Index Rank Index ank Index 
I 
a.rlli: 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (6) (6) 171 
I 
Superintendent •••••••• • ••• 74 1 71 lj ?9 1 
.:cssistants to the I 
superintep~ent •••••••••••• 
-5 4 25 /.f. 18 4 
Supervisors •• ~·······~·••• 31 3 35 3, 13 5 
uperv ising princ pal. •••• 47 2 44 ~ 21 3 
Teaching rinci al •••••••• 15 6 15 ~ 7 7 
6 
I 
eacher canm · t t ee •••• •• ••• 9 7 1 12 6 
Comm.i tt.ee of any of I 
the aoove ••• ~·········~·· ~ 21 5 2 5 30 I 
I 
order o. acceptability was the same for retent ion and promotion although 
I 
t 1e indices were different. · able 83 shows an index of only 6 for a 
i 
teacher ccmmi ttee to make decisions as to prcmotion . 'il'ffi staff members 
I 
other than teachers i ndicated that a committee of the if:Brsons mentioned 
vvould be , next to the superi ntendent , most acceptable 1~o make decisions 
as to salary . 
1 51 
15 2 
I The reacti ons of the lay people to Question VII are reported in 
I 
Table 84 . In each o f the categories the 11Superi nt endep.t 11 was mentioned 
by three f ourths of the group of 164 1~ people. I I n e
1
ach category , also, 
! 
Table 84. Degree of Acceptability by the 164 L~ Peo~le in Communiti es 
Having a erit-Salary Program as the Persoi1 to Make Decisions 
as to Retention, Pr omotion, or Salary I 
I 
I 
Degree of Accep~ability 
I 
Person to ~ ake Deci sion Retention Promoti9n Salary 
Index Rank Index ~ k 
I 
I ndex ank 
I 
Superintendent ••• •••••••• 75 1 77 + 78 1 Assi stants to the I 
superintendent, •••••• •••• 10 6 10 6 7 7 
Supervisors •••••••• • ••••• 21 3 22 3 9 5 
Supervisi ng principal •••• 32 2 31 ~ 17 3 
Teaching principal ••••• •• 12 5 12 5 7 6 I 
I 
Teacher committee ••••••• • 9 7 9 7 10 4 Committee of any of the 
above ••••••••• • • ••••••••• 18 4 18 4 20 2 
I 
I 
the i terns mentioned least frequently were mentioned by not mor e than 
I 
one tenth of those possible. The lay respon:lents in }he communities 
having a merit-salary program agree -with the teachers! and the staff 
I 
members other than teachers that making decisions as 
1
to retention and 
promotion is an administrative a nd supervisory functfon. The "Super-
1 
intendenttt was the only i tern i n Question VII maint airl;i ng a consistently 
h i gh degree of acceptability . I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Time available for deter.mining the t eacher's eff ectiveness . - - In 
I 
Question VIII the r espondents were asked, 11Hov1 much- t:\.llle does each of 
the follOtl' i ng have to j udge a teacher's effectiveness / in your school? n 
I 
Table 85 shows the summary o f the responses to this Question by 
I 
the teachers in col1l!llunities having a merit-salary pro~ram. The total 
I 
Table 85 . Amount of Time Available for Judging a Teabher's 
Effectiveness According to 718 Teachers in: Communities 
Having a Merit-Salary Program 
I 
Total I 
Per son to Judge 1\'eighted Pe
1
r cent Rank 
Score I 
l (1) (2) r<3) (4) 
Superintendent ••••• •• •• • ••••• 1487 141 3 
Supervising principal • ••• • •• • 2546 171 2 
Supervisors •••••••••• • ••••• • • 1395 139 5 
Teaching principal •••••••••• • 1.304 1 36 6 
Fellow teachers ••••••••• • •••• 1300 136 7 I 
Pupils ••••••••••• • •••••••••• • 2693 175 1 
Parents ••••••••••••• •• •• • •••• 1418 1 39 4 
Other lay persons ••• • ••••••• • 983 127 8 
I 
I 
I 
weighted scores shOt/' a difference of more than 1,700 ~ points between 
the highest score and the lowest score. The per cent s appe aring in 
I 
column 3 of Table 85 are not truly indices of acceptkbility. They 
I 
represent the number of points scored out of a possible 100 to indicate 
I 
the amount o f t:ime availab l e . I n Table 85 the 11Pupi.O..s 11 ranked f irst in 
I 
amount of time availabl e to j udge teaching . In s ecdnd place with a 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 5 3 
I 
I 
I 
percentage score of 71 was the supervising principal. 1 
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I The total weighted scores in Table 86 show a difference of slightly 
I 
mare than 600 points between the highest, "Supervising principalu and 
I 
"other lay persons11 Y/'hich was the low·est. The 11Super'fisors 11 were ranked 
I 
Table 86 . Amount . of Time Available for Judging a Tea6her' s 
Effect iveness According to 216 Staff Mernbefs Other Than 
Teachers in Communities Having a Merit-Salary Program 
I 
Total I 
Person to Judge Weighted Per
1 
cent Rank 
Score I 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
I 
Superintendent •••••••••••••••• 494 46 3 
Supervising principal • • ••••••• 873 ~1 1 
c: • 482 ~5 4 uUpe rVlSOrS eee•••••••••••••• • • 
Teaching pr i ncipal •••••••••••• 430 39 5 
Fellow t eachers ••••••••••••• • • 357 33 7 
I 
Pupils ••••••••••• •• • ••• ••••• •• 710 66 2 
Parents •••• • ••••••.• • •••.•.••• 360 B3 6 
Other lay per sons ••••••••••••• 269 ~5 8 
I 
I 
· third. by both groups and "Other lay persons 11 in last I place. The s uper-
1 
vising principal would seem to be the person on the f
1
aculty having the 
most time to be in a position t o judge teaching effedtiveness. 
I 
Minimum amount of time to judge the quality of teachinge-- 11Encircl.e 
I 
the number of the one of the following which r epresents the minimum 
I 
amount of time necessary to judge the quality of teadhing, 11 was asked 
I 
in Ques t ion IX. I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Table 87 reports the degree of acceptability to i eachers in 
I 
communi ties having a merit-salary progr am of i t ems as ;being "the 
I 
minimum amount of time necessary to judge the quality lof teaching." 
I 
Table 87. Degree of Acceptability by 718 Teachers in 1Communities 
Having a Merit-Salary Program as the Mim:i.mum Amount of 
Time Necessary to Judge Teaching : 
' 
I 
Total Index of 
Amount of Time Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ab~lity 
I 
(1) (2) I (3) (4) 
I 
Less than class period • • •••••• • 28 13 5 
Full class period ••.••••••••• • • 35 14 4 
Several part periods ••••••••••• 133 l8 3 I 
Several full periods ••••••••••• 172 23 2 
Some part and some full periods 345 ~8 1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
The reader should note that the 718 responses vrere SI{read over five 
items and that the sum of the indices of acceptabilit y would b e 100. 
I 
I 
The index for "Some part and sane full pe riods" was t wi c e as high as 
I 
that for the second ranked item, 11Severa l full perio:ts". 
I 
1 .)5 
The rank order of the items for staff IOOmbers other than teachers 
I 
in communities having a merit-salary program reporte~ in Table 88 was 
the same as that for the teachers in Table 87. The smallest time block 
I 
I 
was considered by each of the groups as being leas t fiCCeptable . The 
I 
index of acceptability to staff members other than teachers was higher 
I 
than to teachers for the item "Same part and some fu~l periods . n This 
i tern v~-as selected by a majority of the staff members ~esponding. The 
I 
"Full class period" which v.ras ranked fourth had an index of less th'&ll 
I 
one tenth that of the first ranking item. It may be doncluded from 
Table 88. Degree of Acceptability by 216 Staff Membe~s Other Than 
Teachers in Corumuniti4s Having a Merit-salary Program as 
the minimum Amount of Time Necessary to Ju4ge Teaching 
I 
I 
Total Index of 
Amount of Time Weight ed Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
I 
(1)_ (2) (3) (.4) 
6 I Less than class J;Erio d ••••••••••• 13 5 
Full class period •••••••• •••••• •• 12 15 4 
Several part periods ••••••• • ••••• 33 15 3 
Several full periods ••••••••••••• 46 21 2 
Some part and same full periods •• 119 55 1 
I 
I 
these results that to be acceptable to teachers or staff members con-
I 
1.)6' 
siderab1e time must be spent in making a judgment of a teache r 's effect-
iveness. 
I Acceptability as the number of times during a school year for 
juctgments of a teacher's effectiveness .-- Questi on X :asked the respond-
ents to irldicate the number of times during a s choo1 1year that judgments 
I 
of a teacher's effectiveness should be made as a basis for decisions 
I 
concerning retention, promotion, and salary. The respondents were asked 
I 
to consider two types of teachers , those not on ten~e and those on tenure, 
I 
when answering Question X. The reactions vdl1 be presented for the 
I 
I 
I 
1 57 
categories of retention, promotion, and salary on the ~basis of these tvw 
I 
groups of teachers. The respondents were asked to encircle one figure 
I 
only in each column as the number of times during a school year judgments 
I 
should be made . This was not a scaled question and no weights were 
assigned. Consequently, the s un of responses to one phase of the 
I 
question equalled the total number of respondents . I Tne frequency of 
I 
mention served as t he total weigpted score in determiAing the irrlex of 
I 
I 
acceptability. The data are presented f irs t for teacpers not on tenure. 
I 
Table 89 reports the degree of acceptability by teachers in 
Table 89 . Degree of Acceptability by 718 Teachers in Communiti es 
Having a Merit-Salary Program as the Number of Times 
Judgments Should be Made Yearly of Teachers Not on Tenure 
I 
I 
Number of Times Judgments Degree of Acc:eptability 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention I. Salary Not on Tenur$. Promo'11J.on 
Index Rank Index 1 Rank I ndex Rank 
' (1) (2) (3 ) (4) . ( 5) ill (7) 
Zero •• .••• •.••• ••••••• 0 10 1 10 8 6 
One ••.•• ••• •••••.••••• 6 7 8 ? 13 5 
Tw'o • • • • • • • • • • • • • •. • * • • 9 5 8 6 6 8 
Three •••••••••••••.••• ll 4 11 4 12 4 
Four ••.• ••..••••.••••• 13 2 12 3 13 3 
Five ••••••••.•• ••• ••• • 13 3 . 13 2 13 2 
Six •• •.••••••• •••• •••• 8 6 9 5 8 7 
Seven• • •• ••-•••••••••• 0 9 1 9 1 10 
Eight • • •••.••• ••••• •• • 4 8 6 8 3 9 
Nine or over •••••••••• 29 1 26 1 18 1 
conununities having a merit-salary program as the number of times during 
a school year judgments of a t eacher's effectiveness should b e made as 
I 
a bas is for decisions concerning retention, promotion!, an i salary. 
Table 90 shows the degree of a cceptability by st~ff memb ers other 
I 
1 ) 8~ 
than teachers in communities having a merit-salary fl'egran as the nwrbe r 
of tlines jud§llents of a teacher 's effectiveness s hould be made yearly 
I 
Table 90. Degree of Acceptability by 216 Staff Manbe~s Other Than 
Teachers in Communities Having a eri t-Salary Program as the 
Number ~f Times Jud§llents Should be ·ade Yr ar ly of Teachers 
Not on Tenure 
I 
Number of Times Judgments Degree of Acceotability 
Should be Made of Teachers I • 
Not on Tenure Retenti on Pranot~on Salary 
I ndex Rank I ndex I Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) ' (4) I (21 {6) (7) 
I 
Zero . ••.•• • • .••• • .. •.• • 0 10 0 110 12 J+ 
One . •• • ••• ••••••••••••• 10 3 12 
I ~ 14 3 T\.vo • ••• • ••••••••• • ••••• 5 7 6 6 7 
Three • . . . •••••••...•.•• 6 6 7 I 6 8 5 
Four •.•• .. • ..•• . .•...• • 15 2 13 ' 2 16 2 
Fi ve ... ... . .... . ......• 8 4 8 I 4 6 6 
Si x . . ., .•............... 7 5 8 I 5 4 8 
Seven • •. • •••.•..••••..• 1 9 0 I 9 0 10 
Eie;ht ••.•.. It ••••••••••• 2 8 2 8 1 9 
Ni ne or over ••••••••• •• 41 1 39 I 1 28 1 
as a bas is for decisi ons concerning r etenti on, promotion, and salary. 
! 
The highest frequency was for judgmen t s to be made "Nine or more 11 times 
I during the course of a school year . nz ero" judgment s
1 
were ranked in 
tenth pl a ce. 
I 
Table 91 shows the degree of acceptability by lay people as the 
I 
I 
number of times judgments should be made in the course of a school year 
I 
I 
of teachers not on tenur e . Unlike the results for teachers and staff 
I 
I 
I 
Table 91. Degree of Acceptability by 164 Lay People lin Communities 
Having a Merit-Salary Program as the Numb~r of Judgments to 
be Made Yearly of Teachers Not on Tenure 1 
Number of Times Judgments Degree of Acce~tability 
Should be ~ ade of Teachers Promot~on Not on Tenure Retention Salary 
' 
Index Rank Index Rank 
I 
Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) '(5) (6) (7) 
I 
Zero ••••.••••••••••••• 3 7 3 
I 17 7 5 
One ••••••••••••••••••• 19 2 33 1 42 1 
'rvro •••• ••••••••••••••• 23 1 22 12 18 2 I 
Three •••••••• ~ •••••••• 13 5 6 15 6 6 
Four •. • ••• •. ••..•••••• 16 3 10 ~ 8 3 
Five .... ......•....•.. 5 6 5 :6 6 7 
Six •.. •..............• 0 10 2 18 0 10 
Seven • ••••.••.•••••••• 1 9 1 ~0 1 9 
Eight •••. •• ••.•••••••• 1 8 1 ? 1 8 Nine or over •••••••••• 15 4 13 13 7 4 
I 
I 
I 
members other than teachers there was no assignment of the largest fre-
' I 
quency to the same number of judgn.ents in each categof-y . Forty-two per 
I 
cent of the lay people in the investigation considered that one judgment 
I 
I 
of a teacher 1 s effectiveness should be made as a basis for decisions 
I 
concerning salary. The largest index figure for reteption was 11 Two 11 
followed by 110ne11 and "Four''· 
............. ----------~-------
Table 92 and Tables 93 and 94 which follow· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
• I l.t show· the number o 
I 
times judgment should be made of teachers on termre . 1 The teachers in 
I 
I 
communities having a merit-salary program reported i n :Table 92 have 
I 
I 
I 
lti O 
Table 92 . Degree of cceptability by 718 Teachers 
a rerit-Salary Program as the Number of 
Year~ of Teachers on Tenure 
in 1 Co~~unities Having 
JQclgments to be ~ade 
I 
I 
I 
I 
' 
I 
Number of Times Judgment Degree of Acpeptability 
Should be [ade of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
on Tenure I 
I 
Index Rarlli: Index Rank I ndex Rank 
I 
(1) (2 ) (3 ) (4 ) (5) (6) (7 ) 
I 
Zero ••.••• ••••••••••••• 36 1 3 8 19 1 
One •••••• ••••••••. •• ••• 12 3 14 ? 18 2 
Tvlo ..... . ..... .... . .. ... 17 2 16 1 15 3 
Three •••••••••••••• ••.• 9 4 12 p 12 4 
Four ••••••••••.. • •.. . •• 9 5 15 Q 11 5 
Five •••••••••••••.••••• 5 6 12 :5 9 6 
S.i.x. . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 8 6 7 4 8 
Seven • •.••••. .• •••....• 0 10 . 1 :9 1 10 
Eight •••••••••••••••••• 1 9 1 J,O l 9 
Nine or over ••••••••• • • 4 7 14 '4 I l ? 
I 
I 
I 
ranked rrzero 11 first as the number of times judgments 10f tenure teachers 
I 
should be made as a basis for decisions concerning r~tention and salary. 
For promotion purposes there was littl e difference b~tween 11 Tvro" , 11Fourn , 
I 
and 11 0ne" as the number of j udgments to be made . Coiurnn 7 ·shows that 
' 
the rank order for the judgments ranked fran one thrQugh six was directly 
proportional to the fewes t number of j udgments invol~ed. 
i· ; 
The staff members other than teachers showed agrbement in Table 93 
on the ran.k order of t wo items. 11Eight11 and "Seven" ~vere in n.inth and 
Table 93. Degree of Acceptability by 216 Staff embers Other Tha n 
Teachers in Communities Having a '- er it-salary Program ~s 
The Number of Judgments to b e Made Yearly bf Teachers on 
Tenure 
.. 
I 
Number of Tjmes Judgments Degree of Ac,ceptability 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
on Tenure 
Inde:x Rank Index iRank Inde:x Rank 
-
_(12 ( 2) (3 ) (4 ) I( 5 ) (6) (7) 
I 
Zero • •• ..•. . . • . . • ....•• 35 1 2 Is 19 2 
One ••• ~ ••• • • • . . • • • • •••• 17 2 20 I ~ 23 1 'r"\tfO • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 9 4 13 12 4 
Three ••.•.•• •. . . .• . ... • 6 6 9 15 8 6 Fo1..1r ••• • ••• • • • • • •••• : • • 7 5 12 . 4 11 5 
..,. 6 7 7 I ~ 6 7 t1ve ••• • •••••••••• • ••• • Si x . ..... . ........ .•. . . 2 8 6 1 8 
Seven •••• • •••••••• • •••• 0 10 0 tO 1 10 
Zightl •••• • •... .•• ••••• 1 9 1 9 1 9 
Nine or over .... . . ...• • I 12 3 25 ll 15 3 
I 
tenth place respectively. First choice as the number of judgments to be 
I 
made year l y of teachers on tenure was 11 Zero 11 for retention "Nine or moren 
I ' 
fo r promotion, and "0ne 11 for salary. The lay y,:.e opl e 1 were more consistent 
in selecting the number of judgments for each type of decision than .were 
the teachers or the staff members other than teacherr • 
Table 94 shows the degree of acceptability to lp.y people of the 
nwnber of times judgments should be made i n the 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
course o f a school year 
I 
of teachers on tenure . For purposes of retention 11Zero 11 , none" , and "Tv1o n 
I 
I 
ranked as fi rst, second, and third respective.ly. The index figure of 44 
I 
I 
I 
Table 94 . Degree of Acceptability by 164 Lay Peopl e 1in Communities 
Having a · erit-Salary Program as the Number of Judgments to 
be Made of Teachers on Tenure : 
Number of Times Judgments 
Should be a de of Te achers 
on Tenure 
(1) 
Zero • . . .• ••• • ••.••••• • • 
One • •.• • ••• . • • • • ••••• •• 
Tvvo ••••• • •• . •••••••••• • 
Three •••. • ....•..•••..• 
Felli" • • ••••••• • ••••• • ••• 
Fi ve •••.. .. • ..........• 
Six ..... . ............ .. . 
Seven • •. ...•• . .•.•••••• 
Ei ght ••••• • •••••..••••• 
Ni ne or over • •• •••••••• 
I 
I 
Degree of Ac~ept abil.ity 
I 
Retention 
--
PromotiJon 
I 
Salary 
Index Rank Index I Rank 
I 
Index Rank 
_ (22 ( 3) _ (4) ~5) l6) (7) 
I 
I 
34 1 3 I 7 14 3 
31 2 44 I 1 51 1 
16 3 20 I 2 18 2 I 
5 5 6 I 5 4 5 
7 4 8 I 4 6 4 
2 6 4 
I I 6 3 I 7 I 0 8 1 I 8 0 8 
0 10 0 I 9 0 9 
0 9 0 110 0 10 
1 7 10 I 3 3 6 I 
I 
I 
I 
for "One" as t he first-ranke d munber of times for promotion was t vlice 
I 
that of "Two 11 which r anked second. Fifty-one per ce~t of the l ay people 
I 
felt that one judgment should be mde for salary purpos es of teachers 
I 
on t enur e . This was th e largest index of any obtain~d f or Question X, 
f rom the responses f r om the communities having a merit-salary orogram. I ~ 
• I Although there was no broad area of agreement ~n response to Ques t ion A: , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
it can be said that more juqgments for each of the pu~os es should be 
made of teachers not on tenure than of teachers on te~ure. 
I 
2. Degree of Acce ptability by the Respondehts in Communities 
Not Having a Merit-Salary Progtam 
NWIJber and types of participants.-- The results fo be pr-esented in 
this s ection of the chapter are those for the three groups responding 
I 
to the inquiry forms frcm communities not having a merit.-salary program, 
I 
consisting of 240 Teachers, 82 Staff Members Other Thlan Teachers , and 78 
Ley People. The results obtained for each question ili the inquiry forms 
will be presented as received from each of these typels. 
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In this as in 
the preceding section, the degree of acceptability wfil be shown in 
tabl es containing the 11 Total Weighted Score11 , the 11IJdex of Acceptabi.li tyn, 
I 
and the 11Rankn. 
I 
Degree of acceptability of personal characteri.s tics for evaluation.-
! 
The first question in the inquiry form requested the 
1
respon:l.ents to 
evaluate on the scale centain personal characteristi9s for use in determ-
ining a teacher's effective03ss. 
Table 95 e:xpresses tm reactions of the 240 tea~hers in ccmmunities 
not having a merit-salary }rogram to these personal dharacteristics pro-
~)osed for evaluation. The major portion of the teac~ers responding 
assigned to each of these personal characteristics sJale values f'rcm 
3, 11 Someu, through ~ ffGreatH. ":Emotional stabilityn ~nd "Attitude 
towar d work sho.'Ted the largest total weighted score.! Ranking in third 
I 
1 ti 4' 
place with an index of 93 also was "Dependability". ~e teachers respond-
ing felt that "Breadth of interests and talents 11 and "Appearance" were 
I 
Table 95. Degree of Acceptability of Personal Characteristics Proposed 
for Evaluation by 240 Teachers in Communit[ies Not Having a 
:Merit-Salary Program 
- I 
Total 1- Index of 
Personal Characteristics Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ab~lity 
(1) (2) (13) (4} 
I 
Habits o.f vvoric •••••••••••••••• 1048 87 5 
Physical well-being ••••••••••• 999 ~3 7 
Emotional stability ••••••••••• 1126 94 1 
Appearance •••••••••••••••••••• 931 78 11 
Attitude toward work •••••••••• 1121 9~ 2 
Breadth of interests and 
talent s ....................••• 958 810 10 
Depe n:i al::d.li ty ••••••••••••••••• 1119 93 3 
Cooperation •••••.•••••••.••••• 1085 90 4 
Sense of pr oportion ••••••••••• 987 82 8 
Sense of humor •••••••••••••••• 959 8b 9 
Adaptability •••••••••••••••••• 1035 
' 
6 
the least acceptable of the measures of a teacher's ef fectiveness. There 
was a range of only 16 points in the index figures of[ the degree of 
acceptability. 
Table 96 shows the staff members other than teachers to differ from 
teachers in conununities not having a merit-salary pro~ram in the degree 
165' 
of acceptability of the r,ersonal characteristics Jroposed for evaluation. 
I 
The items agreed upon were those r anked fourth, fifth, l and sixth. The 
staff members other than teachers ranked "Attitude rok-ard work" first 
I 
Table 96. Degree of Acceptability of Personal '-Gharac~eristics Proposed 
for Evaluation by 82 Staff Members Other Than Teachers in 
Communi lies Not Having a Merit-Salary Prog:rram. 
I 
Total ~ex of 
Personal Characteristics Vieighted Accept- Rank 
Score abjjlity 
I (1) _(2) (3) (4) 
I 
Habits of vvork .•• •••••..••••••• 356 8q 5 
Physical well-being •••••••••••• 333 81 8 
Emotional stability •••••••••••• 380 92 3 I 
Appea.I'ance ••••••••••••••••••••• 319 7? 10 
Attitude tovv ard work ••••••••••• 388 9t 1 
Breadth of interests and .. I 
talents ••.••••••••••••••••••••• 327 7~ 9 
Dependabi l ity •••••••••••••••••• 384 93 2 
Cooperation •••••••.•••••••••••• 376 91 4 
Sense of proportion ••••.••••••• 339 ~t 7 Sense of humor ••••••••••••••••• 304 ll 
Adaptability ••••••••••••••••••• 346 ~ 6 
I 
and "Emotional stability" in third place. The staff members assigned 
I 
the lcxvest indices of a cceptability to "Appearance" and "Sense of h~or 11 
I 
to indicate least value in determining a teacher's e~fectiveness. 
Table 97 shows the degree of acceptability of tHe personal charac-
l. •t• . t teristics proposed for evaluation tot he lezy- people ~n conmun~ ~es no 
I 
having a merit-salary rrogram. 
I 
I 
I 
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Table 97. Degree of Acceptability of Personal Character istics Proposed 
for Evaluation by 78 Lay People in Communities Not Having a 
Merit-SaJary Program 
Personal Characteristics 
(1 ) 
Habits of work •••••••••••••••••••• 
Physical VTell-being ••••••••••••••• 
:&notional stability ••••••••••••••• 
Appearance • ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Attitude toward v1 ork •••••••••••••• 
Breadth of interest s and 
talents ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Dependability ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Cooperation ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Sense of pr oportion ••••••••••••••. 
Sense of humor •••••••••••••••••••• 
Adaptability •••••••••••••••••••••• 
'rotal 
1Heighted 
Score 
( 2) 
316 
300 
364 
289 
357 
295 
355 
350 
313 
278 ·. 
324 
Index of 
Acpept-
abdJ.ity 
I 
I 
81 
7'6 
93 
7(+ 
91 
I 
83 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Rank 
141 
6 
8 
1 
10 
2 
9 
3 
4 
7 
11 
5 
The bulk of the reactions were in the three highest scale values 
I 
I 
with no >veighting of less than "311 being assigned to 'either "Emotional 
I 
stability", "Dependability", or "Cooperation". Seve~ty-five per cent of 
I 
the respondents assigned the maximum score to the iten of "Emotional 
s tabili ty11 • I 
I 
Acceptability of further measures of a teacher '~ eff ectiveness.--
I 
11In judging a teacher's effectiveness, how much weight would you give to 
I 
I 
lti7 
each of the f ollowing?" was the s econd questi on . 
The degree of acceptabil ity of thes e measures i d shown in Table 98. 
I 
I 
Table 98 . Degree of Acceptability of Measures of a ~eacher's 
Effectiveness by 240 Teachers in Comnuni t ies Not Having 
a Merit-Salary Program I 
Measures of Effect ivene ss 
(1 ) 
Class progress , objectively 
meas~red •••••••••••••• • ••••••••• 
Use of new methods ••••••••••••• • 
Providing for indivi dual 
differences • ••••••••••••• • •• • • • • 
General instructional skill. • ••• 
Control of physical conditions •• 
Zconomy of suppli es and 
property .•••• • •.•••••••••••.• • ••• 
Clerical efficiency ••••••••••••• 
Discipl ine ••••••••••••• • ••••• •• • 
Sharing school responsibility • •• 
Contributing to 11 esprit de 
COrf)S 11 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • . • • • 
Zxtra-curricular activities •• • •• 
Contributing to community 
progress • •••••• • •• • ••• ••• • ••• • •• 
Activity in professional groups . 
2nriching c omrnuni ty life ••• • • •• • 
Sensitivity to public reaction • • 
Cooperation v:ith laymen in 
school planning •• • •••• • • • • •• • • •• 
Leadership of children in non-
school a cti vi ties ••••••• • ••• •• •• 
Total 
Weighted 
Scor e 
(2) 
945 
841 
1060 
1097 
842 
734 
738 
1120 
1031 
989 
774 
671 
798 
785 
807 
843 
705 
I 
I 
Index of 
Accept-
ability 
Rank 
I (3) (4) 
I 
179 6 170 9 
I 
188 3 
191 2 
70 8 
I 
I 
161 15 
62 14 
193 1 
186 4 
182 5 I 
165 13 
I 
56 17 
67 11 
165 12 
167 10 
I 
170 7 
I 
159 16 
I 
I 
The pattern of r esponse for the staff members ot'
1
her than t eachers 
I 
I 
in Table 99 was s:Dnilar to the reported abo ve for teachers in only a 
I 
I ti 8: 
few instances and the values assigne d by the staff mEmbers were slightly 
hi gher. 1 • 
I 
I 
Table 99. Degree of Acceptability of Measures of Te~cher 1 s Effectiveness 
by 82 Staff Members Other Than Teachers in Communities Not 
I 
Having a Merit-Salary Program 
Measures of Effectiveness 
(1) 
Class progress, objectively 
measured . •..•.••••.••••.•••••••• 
Use of ne w methods •••••••••••••• 
Providing for individual 
differences ••••••••••••••••••••• 
General instructional skill ••••• 
Control of physical coniitions •• 
Economy of supplies and property 
Clerical efficiency ••••••••••••• 
Discipline •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Sharing school responsibility ••• 
Contributing to "esprit de 
corps u •••• •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Extra-curricular activities ••••• 
Contributing to oommunity pro-
gress • ..•••••...••.. · •••••••.•••• 
Activity in professional groups . 
ll:nriching community life •••••••• 
Sensitivity to public reaction •• 
Cooperation with layuten in 
school planning ••••••••••••••••• 
Le aders hip of children in non-
school activities ••••••••••••••• 
Total 
Vfeighted 
Score 
(2) 
330 
311 
377 
367 
286 
250 
256 
382 
348 
355 
328 
283 
287 
273 
288 
289 
272 
I 
Iri.dex of 
Aqcept-
a~ility 
I 
Q3) 
160 
162 
I 
1 93 
:84 
I 
I 
:s6 
I 
I 
:so 
70 
66 
Rank 
(4) 
6 
8 
2 
3 
12 
17 
16 
1 
5 
4 
7 
13 
11 
1.4 
10 
9 
15 
Table 100 reports the reactions of the lay peop~e in oommunit ies 
I 
I 
not having a merit-saJary program to the same measures of a teacher 's 
I 
I 
effectiveness. The highest possible score was assigned to IIDiscipline" 
I 
I 
by three fourths of the lay resporrlents in communities not having a 
program. 
I 
Table 100. Degree of Acceptability of Measures of a ;Teacher 1s 
Eff~ctiveness by 78 Lay People in Communities Not 
Having a Merit-Salary Pr ogram 
_vfeasures of Effectiveness 
(1) 
Class progress, objectively 
r11easured • •••••••.••••••••••••••• 
Use of new methods •••••••••••••• 
Providing for individual 
differences ••••••..••••••••••••• 
General instructional skill ••••• 
Control of physical conditions •• 
Economy of supplies and pr-operty 
Clerical efficiency ••••••••••••• 
Discipline ••••••••••••.••••••••• 
Sharing school responsibility ••• 
Contributing to nesprit de 
corps" ••..••••••.•. ••••••••••••. 
Extr a-cur ricular activities ••••• 
Contributing to community 
progress •••••.•••••••••••••••••• 
Activity in professional groups. 
Enriching community life •••••••• 
Sensitivity to public reaction •• 
Cooperation with laymen in school 
planning ••••••.•••••••.•••••••••• 
Leadership of children in non-
school activities •••••••••••••••• 
Total 
Weighted 
Score 
(2) 
316 
287 
344 
351 
250 
221 
216 
369 
321 
324 
262 
278 
256 
283 
270 
286 
267 
I~dex of 
A<;:cept-
aoility 
I 
I 
(3) 
88 
:90 
: 64 
I 
I 
I 
: 56 
: 55 
: 94 
: 82 
I 
I ?1 
I 65 
' 72 
: 69 
I 
I 
I 
: 73 
I 
I 
I 68 
I 
Rank 
141 
6 
7 
3 
2 
15 
16 
17 
1 
5 
4 
13 
10 
14 
9 
11 
8 
12 
AcceEtability of items other than supervisorY reports.-- In 
I 
170 
Ques tion III the r espondents were asked to indicate the amount of accept-
1 
ability <f items in addition to supervisory reports byl staff members for 
determining a teacher's effectiveness. 
The reactions of the 240 Teachers in communities ' not having a merit-
! 
salary pr ograaL are shovm in Table 101. 1 
j 
Table 101. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Dete~miners of a 
Teacher's Effectiveness by 240 Teachers ih Communities 
No t Having a Merit-Salary Program 
1. 
2. 
3. 
I 
Total Index of 
Detenniners of Effectiveness Weighted I Ac~ept- Rank 
Score ability 
I (1) (2) (3) (4) 
I 
Amoupt of pupil progress as I 
measured by standardized 
169 tests •••••••••••••••••••••••• 825 1 
Pupil judgment on a pre- I 
determined scale used by I 
Top ten pupils in class •••• 634 ;53 4 
Entire class ••••••••••••••• 824 69 2 
Lo·;.rest ten pupils in class. 521 1 43 6 
Teacher judgJD.ent on a pre- I 
determined scale used by I 
Teachers in the building ••• 675 156 3 
Teachers not in the 141 buildL~····••••••••••••••• 491 7 
Co.rnmi t tee oompos ed of both I 
groups ••••••••••••••••••••• 628 152 5 
I 
I 
The total weighted scores for e.ll items were much lo·wer than tho se 
I 
obtained in response to the first t wo questions. 
I 
I 
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The responsre for the 82 staff members other thad teachers in com-
I 
munities not having a merit-salary program were s unmarized in Table 102 
I 
I 
and reveal a relatively low degree of acceptability also. Judgment by 
I 
I 
teachers not in the building was not considered of 11Great 11 acceptability 
I 
by any of the staff members responding. Similarly, judgment by the 
I 
Table 102. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Det~nniners of a 
Teacher's Effectiveness by 82 Staff Members Other Than 
Teachers in Communities Not Having a Merit-Salar,y Program 
I 
I 
Determiner s of Effectiveness Toltal Index of 
Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
I 
I 
(1} (2) (3) (4tJ 
I 
I 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
I 
measured by standardized I I 
tests ••••••••••••••••••••••• 296 I 72 1 
2. Pupil judgment on a pre- I I I 
determined scale used by I I 
Top ten pupils in class ••• 224 54 4 
Entire class •••••••••••••• 275 : 67 2 
Lowest ten pupils in class 193 I 47 5 
3. Teacher judgment I on a pre- I I 
determined scale used by I 
Teachers in the building •• 239 I 58 3 I 
Teachers not in the I 
blli ld.ing • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 157 I 38 7 ' 
Committee composed of both I 
groups •••••••••••••••••••• 190 I 46 6 
I 
I 
lavest ten pupils in the class was assigned 11Great 11 : weight by only one 
I 
s t aff member. Judgment by all pupils in the class ranked secorrl to tre 
standardized test measurement of pupil progress as a determiner. 
I 
I , 
I 
The reactions of the lay people in the communi ti~s not having a 
I 
m.eri t - salary p rogram shov'l in Table 103 a greater spre 'ad of acceptability 
I 
I 
than was found in the resp::>nses of either the teacher~ or the staff mem-
' bers other than teachers to this group of items. The ~ lC'~vest index of 
acceptability was 38, obtained by the 11 La.vest ten pupils in the class". 
I 
' Table 103. :Begree of Acceptability of Suggested Det~rrniners of a 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Teacher's Effectiveness by 78 Lay People :in Communities 
Not Having a Merit-Sal~ry Program 
Total I:qdex of 
Determiners of Effectiveness Weighted Aqcept - Rank 
Score a'dility 
I (1) (2) : (3) _(4) 
I 
Amount of pupil progress as I I 
measured by standardized I 
tests ••••••••••••••••••••••• 297 :76 1 
Pupil judgment on a pre-
I detennined scale used by 
Top ten pupils in class ••• 218 1 53 5 I 
Entire class •••••••••••••• 280 ,68 2 
Lowest ten pupils in class 159 1 38 7 
Teacher judgment on a pre- I 
determined scale used by I I 
Teachers in the building •• 236 : 57 4 
Teachers not in the 
building •••••••••••••••••• 179 :44 6 
Comrni t tee composed of both I I 
groups •••••••••••••••••••• 259 :63 3 
I 
I 
' 
I 
However, the highest index of acceptability was 76, ~our points above 
I 
I 
the highest for staff members and seven points above: the highest for 
. ' 
teachers. I 
I 
Acceptability of evaluation items suggested for placement in a 
I 
I 
personnel record folder.- Question IV submitted to t~e respondents 
I 
a group of seven i terns suggested for placemmt in a person.11.el record 
I 
folder for use in making a judgJD.ent of a teacher's ef;t'ectiveness. Table 
104 reports the reactiom of tre 240 t eachers in commUnities not having 
I 
' Table 104. Degree of Acceptability of Items Suggest~d for Placement in 
a Personnel Record Folder by 240 Teachers in Communities Not 
Having a Merit-Salary Program 
Items Suggested for Personnel 
Record Folder 
(1}_ 
1. Repor ts of supervisory obser-
vations•••••••••••••••••••••• 
2. Records of further stuqy ••.•• 
.3. Records of committee work •••• 
4. Reports on extra-curricular 
activities •••••••.••••••••••• 
5. Standard test records of 
classes taught ••••••••••••••• 
6. Rep9rts of community activi-
ties undertaken by the teacher 
7. Reports of special methods or 
materials developed ••••••••••• 
Total 
Weighted . 
Score 
(2) 
881 
806 
71.3 
682 
785 
619 
886 
' 
' I 
Index of 
Accept-
a~ility 
! 57 
I . 
I 
: 65 
I 
I 
52 
' 74 
' 
Rank 
(4) 
2 
.3 
5 
6 
4 
7 
1 
a merit-salary program. The frequencies of we ight~ assigned resulted 
in indices of accept ability ranging from 74 do1m to i52. The teachers 
gave the greatest we ights to "Reports of special methods or materials 
I 
I 
developed II arrl to ttReports of supervisory obs ervations • 11 
I 
173' 
I 
Table 105 reports the reactions of staff members other than teachers 
in the comnt:inities mt having a merit-salary program. : The weights 
I 
I 
assigned vary fran those reported by the t e achers in Table 104. The 
I 
rank order for staff members other than t eachers in Table 105 differed 
I • 
I 
Table 105. Degree of Acceptability of Items Suggested for Placement in 
a Personnel Record Folder by 82 Staff Meml::iers Other Than 
Teachers in Cormnunities Not Having a Merit-Salary Progr am 
I 
Total InQ.ex of 
Items Suggested for Personnel Weig}lted Ac(fept- Rank 
Record Folder Score ab~lity 
I 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
I 
1. Reports of supervisory I 
observations •••••••••••••••• 283 69 2 
2. Records of further study •••• 268 65 4 
3. Records of c cmmi ttee work ••• 258 62 5 
4. Reports on extra-curricular 
activities •••••••••••••••••• 241 '58 6 
5. Standard test records of I 
classes tal.lgllt •••••••••••••• 281 ,68 3 
/ I 
o. Reports of community activi- I 
ties undertaken by the I. 
t eacher •••.••••••••••••••••• 235 '57 I 7 
7. Reports of special methods 
or materials developed •••••• 308 :75 1 
' 
I 
I 
I 
from that for teachers in Table 104 only in the i tans ranked third and 
I 
fourth. The range for the indices of acceptability was only l2 points. 
I 
The degree of acceptability to the 78 lay people in the comnunitie s 
. I 
I 
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not having a merit-salary program are reported in Taple 106. Examination 
I 
I 
reveals that "Standard test records of classes taught" had the highest 
I 
total weighted score. 11Reports of supervisory ob5ervations whim had 
I 
the second highest score was assigned a weight of 11 511 'the same number 
of times. There was a range in the indices of acc eptatility for the 
i terns of L~ points. It would seem that supervisory processes and reports 
I 
shotili receive consideration as an acceptable part of a program for 
Table 106. Degree of Acceptability of Items Suggested for Placement 
in a Personnel Re cord Folder by 78 Lay People in 
Communities Not Having a Merit-Salary Program 
It~ns Su ggested for Personnel 
Record Folrler 
_(l) 
1. Reports of supervisory obser-
vat ions . ...•..•.. ·· •.•••..•...•. 
2 . Records of further study •••••• 
3. Records of committee work ••••• 
4. Reports on extra-curricular 
activiti es •••••••••••••••••••• 
5. Standard test records of 
classes taught •••••••••••••••• 
6. Reports of community activities 
undertaken by the tea cher •••••• 
7. Reports of s~ cial methods or 
materials developed •••••••••••• 
Total 
Weighted 
Score 
(2) 
304 
285 
142 
246 
306 
242 
301 
I 
In,dex of 
Accept-
ability 
I 
:C31 
63 
78 
62 
: 77 
Rank 
(4) 
2 
4 
7 
5 
l 
6 
evaluation. "Reports of sp3cial roothcds and materic{ls developed" was 
most acceptable to staff members and t eachers. ''Jitn lay pe ople this 
item vras ranked in third pl ace, but the index of acceptabil ity was 
higher than that for either t e achers or staff members . 
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The "Most" acceptable and 11Least11 acceptable judj;es of teaching.--
1 
In Qu estion V the respondents were asked to i11di cate the f6rson mos t pre-
ferred and least preferred a s a judge of t eaching. 
The preferences f>r the teachers in conununities npt having a merit-
salary program are reported in Table 107. The 11Super yising princi paltt 
was most prefer red by one third of the teache r s responding . 
I 
I 
I 
Tab le 107. Degree of · cceptabil ity as a Judge of Teaching According 
to 240 Teachers in Communi t i e s Not Having: a t!Ierit-Salary 
Pro gram 
Person ? referred 
to Judge Teaching 
(l ) 
Sup er intendent •••••••••••••••••• 
Supervisors ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Supervising princi pal. •••••••••• 
Teaching principal •••••••••••••• 
Teach er concerned ••••••••••••••• 
Fellow t eachers ••••••••••••••••• 
Pupils ..•.• ....................• 
Parents ••...•..••.••.•....•••... 
Other lay persons ••••••••••••••• 
Educational experts from outside 
the l ocal s ystem •••••••••••••••• 
Total 
~'leigh ted 
Score 
(2) 
40 
18 
79 
35 
-5 
0 
- 12 
- 41 
- 99 
-15 
I 
InCiex of . 
Acceot-
ab;D.it;r 
(3) 
16 
' s 
33 I 
15 
1 0 
I 
' 0 
0 
1 0 
I 
1 0 
I 
I 
0 
Rank 
14) 
2 
4 
1 
3 
6 
5 
7 
9 
10 
8 
Table 107 shows a wide variance in the degree of acceptability of tre 
I 
persons propose d as judges. The indices for most of :the judges are l ow . 
Staff members other than teachers repor ted in Table 108 for 
177 
communi ties not b.a ving a merit-salary program show no 1 choice of npupils n, 
I 
I 
11Parentsn, or 110ther lay persons" as the most preferred judge of teaching. 
"Superintendent", "Supervisors", "Supervising principal", and "Teaching 
I 
I 
principal" were the only items vvi t h positive total weighted scores. 
Table 108 . Degree of Acceptability as a Judge of Teaclling According 
to 82 Staff Members Other Than Teachers i~ Cqrununities 
Not Having a Merit-Salary Program 1 
Person Preferred 
to Judge Teaching 
(1) 
Superintendent •••••••••••••••••• 
Superv isors ••.•.•••••••••••••••• 
Supervising principal ••••••••••• 
Teaching principal •••••••••••••• 
Teacher concerned ••••••••••••••• 
Fellow teachers ••••••••••••••••• 
Pupils •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Parents •••••••••••••••••••.••••• 
Othe r lay persons ••••••••••••••• 
Educational experts from outside 
the local systa~ •••••••••••••••• 
Total 
Y!eighted 
Score 
(2) 
15 
14 
39 
5 
0 
-2 
-7 
-19 
-39 
-6 
Index of 
~ I t 
• .-cceo -
ab:uity 
I 
I 
I 
(3) 
:18 
117 
47 
: 6 
: o 
I 
:o 
0 
I 
1 0 
1 0 
I 
I 0 
I 
Rank 
(4) 
2 
3 
1 
4 
5 
6 
8 
9 
10 
7 
The "Supervising principal" was again ranked first. The total w·eighted 
score for the "Supervising principal" was nearly eight times . that of 
?~ 
the "Teaching principal" ·which was ranked fourth. 
I 
I 
The degree of acceptability for lay pe:>ple in cpmmunities not 
having a merit-salary program is shown in Table 109.' There was no 
17 8~ 
mention by the lay people of the 11 Parents 11 or "Other lay people" as 
the most preferred judge of teaching. I "Other lay persons 11 were mentioned 
Table 109. Degree of Acceptability as Judge of Teaching According 
to 78 Lay People in Conunun:i. ties Not Having a 1feri t-
Salary Program 
I 
:·I Total Index of 
I 
Person Preferred Weighted A~cept- Rank 
to Judge Teaching Score ablility 
I 
__(1} (2) :(3) {41 
I 
I 
Superintendent •••••••••••••••••• 27 34 1 
Su_r:ervisors ••••••••••••••••••••• 7 I 8 3 I 
Supervising principal ••••••••••• 26 33 2 
Teaching principal ••••.•...•.•.• 3 3 4 
Teacher concerned ••••••••••••••• -2 0 5 
I 
Fellow teachers ••••••••••••••••• 
-3 0 6 
Pupils ..• .•••••••......•..••.•.• -8 I 0 8 
Parents ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
-13 I 0 9 
Other lay persons ••••••••••••••• 
-34 I 0 10 
Educational experts fran outside 
the local systen •••••••••••••••• 
-h I 
I 
0 7 
I 
as least acceptable by 44 per cent of the lay people 1responding. The 
I 
lay people selected the "Superintendent" as having three times the 
acceptability of the "Supervisors" and more than ten :times the accept-
ability of the "Teaching principal. 
Most acceptable combinations of persons to judge teacher effective-
~·- Question VI asked, V~'h~t combinations of the follaNing persons 
would insure the fairest judgment of a teacher's effe~tiv eness?" 
The acceptability of the combinations to the teachers, staff 
members other than teachers, and lay people in the coillmunities not 
having a merit-salary program is repor ted in Table llO. 
Table 110. I Degr ee of Acceptability by Respondents in Corrmunities 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
Not Having a Merit-Salary Program as the Combination 
of Persons to Insure the Fairest Judgment of a 
Teacher 's Effectiveness 
i 
Degree of Accr ptability 
Combinations 
Teachers Staff; Lay 
Membe;rs People 
(1) (2) (3) 1 (4) 
Adminis t r ative, supervisory, 
and teaching personnel. ••••• 27 21 I 20 
Administrat ive and super-
' 
visory personnel and educa- I 
tional experts fr om outside 
the local system •••••••••••• 34 48 I 38 
Administrative, supervisory, ' 
and teaching pe rsonnel and I 
educational experts from 
outside the local system •••• 8 10 I 10 
Teaching personnel and I I 
educational experts from 
outside the local system •••• 4 7 5 
I 
I 
Acceptability as the p erson v-tho should make decisions as to reten-
179' 
tion, pranotion1 or salary.-- "After the information ~n the t eacher's effect-
iveness has been gathered fran various s ources, who should @a.ke decisions 
as to retention, promotion, or salary as a result of 'a study of this 
inf ormation?" 
The answers to Que st.i on VII are summarized ill T<fble lll for the 
240 teachers in communi ti es not h aving a merit-salary program, The 
11Supe rintendent11 \vas mentioned most frequently as thB person who should 
I 
Table 111. Degree of Acceptability by 240 Teachers in Communities 
Not Having a Me:dt- Salary Program as the 1 Person Who Shculd 
Mal{e Decisions as to Retention, Promotion, or Salary 
I 
Degree of Acceptability 
Person to Make Decision I 
Retention Prcmotion Salary 
I 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) I ( 5) 16J (7) 
I 
Superintendent •••••••••••• 66 1 64 ' 1 73 1 
Assistants to the I 
supe rintendent •••••••••••• 14 6 15 16 9 5 
Supervisors ••••••••••••••• 32 3 30 3 11 4 
Supervising principal ••••• 51 2 48 i 2 22 3 
Teaching principal •••••••• 22 4 19 4 8 7 
Teacher comm.i ttee • • .•••••• 7 7 7 17 8 6 
Comn1ittee of any of 
I t he above ••••••••••••••••• 20 5 20 5 30 2 
I 
I 
make d ecisions as to retention, pr>omotion, and salary. The 11Super-
l 
vising principal" and the 11Supervisors11 raiLl<ed next to the 11Superin-
tendent 11 as the person to make decisions as to reteft.ion and prcmotion. 
180 
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Table 112 shows the "Superintendent" to be most acceptable to staf f 
members other than teachers as the person who shculd make decisions as 
tor etention, promotion, or sala.ry. The "Supervising principal" received 
the second highest frequency of mention for making decisions as to re-
tention and promotion. Except for these t wo items th~ rank order of 
Table ll2. Degree of Acceptability by 82 Staff Members Other Than 
Teachers in Communi ties Not Having a Me:ri t-Salary Program 
as the Person 'fuo Should Make Decis:i. ons as to Retention, 
Promotion, or Salary 
' 
Degree of Accep,tabili ty 
I 
Person to .Make Decision Retention Pranotidn Salary 
I 
Index Rank Index Ran.l<: Index Rank 
I 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (:5) (6) (7) 
Super~tendent ••••••••••• 71 1 68 1 75 1 
Assistants to the I 
superintendent ••••••••••• 10 7 12 '5 4 7 
Supervisors •••••••••••••• 25 4 31 ,J 17 5 
Supervising principal •••• 47 2 48 :2 28 3 
Teaching principal ••••••• 13 5 10 6 7 6 
I 
I 
Teacher committee ••.••••• 12 6 8 7 18 4 
Co.mmi ttee of any of the 
above ••• •••••••.•••••••.• 26 3 26 4 36 2 
acceptability was different for retention and promoqon. Table 112 
I 
shows an index of only 4 for 11Assistants to the supe:hntendent" to make 
decisions as to saJary. The staff members other than teachers indicated 
that a cc:mmittee of the persons mentioned would be, ~ext to the super-
intendent, most acceptable to make decisions as to s~ary • 
. 
The reactions of the lay people in communities not having a merit-
salary program to Question VII are reported in Table 113. In each of 
the categories the 11Superintenient 11 was lll3nti oned by nearly three 
I 
f ourths of the g roup of 78 lay people. In each category, also, the 
items mentioned least frequently were mentioned by not more than one 
Table 113. Degree of Acceptability by 78 Lay People ,in Communities 
Not Having a Merit-§alary Program as the ,Person !Vho Should 
Make Decisions as to Retention, Promotion, ar Salary 
Degree of Acceptability 
Person to Make Decision ' Retention Prcmotion Salary 
Index Ran.l{: Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5} .(6) (7) 
I 
Superintendent ••••••••••• 74 1 73 1 75 1 
Assistants to the 
supe rintend ent ••••••••••• 7 7 16 5 , 10 5 
Supervisors •••••••••••••• 23 3 29 3 1 15 4 
Supervising principal •••• 46 2 48 2 ' 23 2 
T~aching principal ••••••• 17 4 10 6 7 6 
Teacher canmittee •••••••• 10 6 6 7 1 6 7 
Corruni ttee of any of the 
above ••....•••••••••••••• 16 5 17 4 20 3 
I 
' tenth of those possible. The l ay respondents in the communities hav-
ing a .rerit-salary program agree with the teachers aJtd the staff 
I 
members other than teachers that making decisions as 1to retention and 
promotion is an administr ative and supervisory functi on. 
I 
I 
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Time available for determining the teacher's effectiveness.-- In 
Question VIII the respondents were asked, 11 How much time dee s each of 
the follo·wing have to judge a teacher's effectiveness ' in your school?" 
Table 114 shovis the summary of the r esponses to this question by 
I 
the teachers in the communities not having a merit-saJ_ary program. 
Table ll4. Amount of T:ilne .Available for Judging a Teacher's 
Effectiveness According to 240 Teachers in Co~nunities 
Not Having a Merit-Salary Program 
Total I I 
Person to Judge Weight ed Per ;.cent.. Rank 
Score I 
I 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Superintendent 
··•············•·· 449 37 6 Supervising principal •••••••••••• 868 72 2 
Supervisors •••••••••••••••••••••. 648 54 3 
Teaching principal ••••••••••••••• 469 39 5 
Fellow teachers •••••••••••••••••• 416 35 7 
I 
Pupils ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 896 ?5 1 
Parents •. ••.....•.......•..•.••.. 479 40 4 
Other lay persons •••••••••••••••• 334 28 8 
The per cents appearing in column 3 of Table 114 are not truzy indices 
of acceptability. They represent the number of points scored out of 
I 
I 
a possible 100 to indicate the amount of t:im.e availab;te. In Table 114 
I 
the 11 ?upils 11 ranked first in the amount of time available to judge 
teaching . In second place vdth a p:lrcentage score of1 72 was the "Super-
............. --------------~-------
IB:r 
vising principal". The "Superintendent" was judged t d have less time 
in which to judge teaching than the 11 Parenta11 • 
The total weighted score:dn Table 115 show a dif.flerence ot 220 
points between the highest, 11Supervising principal" artc. t he low·est, 
"Other lay persons". The 11Supervisors 11 were r anked t~ird by both groups 
I 
and "Other lay persons 11 in 1 ast place by both groups • . The supervising 
I 
I 
Table 115. Amount of Time Available 'for Judging a Teacher 1 s Effective-
ness According to 82 Staff Members Other Than Teachers in 
Communities Not Having a M:eri t-Salary Program 
I 
Total 
Person to Judge Weighted Per c~nt Rank 
Score I 
(1} 12} (3)1 (4) 
I 
Superintendnnt ••••••••••••••• 181 44 ' 4 
Supervising principal •••••••• 326 79 1 
Su r:e rv is ors . • • • • . . • • • • • • • • . • • 250 6o l 3 
Teaching principal ••••••••••• 160 39 1 5 
Fellow teachers •••••••••••••• 136 / 33 0 
I 
Pupils . •....•.....•••......•• 290 70 1 2 
Parents • ....•..•.•...••..••.• 131 31 7 
Other lg:y persons . •.•••.•.••• 103 25 1 8 
I 
principal •vould sean to be the person on the f aculty hciving the most 
I 
time to be in a position to judge a teacher's effectiv eness. 
I 
l,fin:imum amount of time to judge the quality of teaching.- "Encircle 
1 84 
tt e number of the one of the follovring which represents
1 
the m.inimtun amount 
of time necessary to judge the quality of teaching, 11 was asked in '~ue stion I X. 
I 
Table ll6 reports the degree of acceptability by teachers in 
coEtmuni:.ies not having a merit-salary program of itemk as being the 
"min..imwn anount of time necessa!'1J to judge the qualit} of teaching. tt 
The reader should rote that the 240 responses were spf.ead over five 
items and that the sum of ,the indices of a-cceptability would be 100. 
Table ll6 . Degree of Acceptability by 240 Teachers in Commun:i.ties 
Not Having a Meri t-Sa1ary Pro gram as the Hinimum Amount 
of Time Necessary to Judge Teaching 
I 
·• Total Index of 
Amount of T:ime Weighted Acc ept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) J2) (3) (4) 
Less than class period ••••••••• 10 12 5 
Full class peri od •••••••••••••• 15 6 4 
Several part periods ••••••••••• 34 14 3 
Several full periods ••••••••••• 59 25 2 
Some part and some full periods 123 51 l 
The index of acceptability f or 11Sor:1e part ani some full periods" was 
I 
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twice as high as that for the secorrl-ranked item, 11Several full periods" . 
The rank order of the i tans for staff members otkr than teachers 
in communities not having a merit-salal"'J program reported in Table ll? 
was the same as that for the teachers in Table 116. l:he smallest time 
block was considered by each of the groups as being least acceptable. 
The index of acceptability to s taff members other tha.Ij. teachers was 
nearly the same as to teachers for the item, "Some part and some full 
periods". This item was selected by a majority of the' staff members 
responding . The "Full class period" which was ranked four th has an 
' 
index of acceptability less than one tvfelfth that of the first ranking 
itan. It may be concluded frc:m these results that to be acceptable to 
Table 117 . Degree of Acceptability by 82 Staff Members Other Than 
Teachers in Communities Not Having a Merit-Salary Program 
az the Minimum Amount of Time Necessary to Judge Teaching. 
' 
Total Index of 
Amount of Time l'veighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Less than class period • ••...•••.. 2 2 5 
Full class period •••••••••••••••• 3 4 4 
Several part periods ••••••••••••• 8 10 3 
Several ful l periods ••••••••••••• 26 31 2 
Some part a nd some full periods •• 43 52 1 
teachers or to staff members other than teachers considerable time must 
be s p:mt in mcking a judgment of a teacher's effectiveness. 
186 
Acceptability as the number of times during a school year for judg-
ments of a teacher's effectiveness.-- Question X asked the responients 
to indicate the number of times during a school year that judgments of 
I 
a teacher's effectiveness should be made as a basis for decisions con-
cerning retention, promotion, and salary. The respond~nts were asked 
to consider two types of teachers, those not on tenure and those on tenure • 
.................. ------------------
187 . 
This was nat a scaled question and no weights were as~igned. Consequently 
the sum of tre responses to one phase of the q uestion equalled the total 
number of respondents. The freqrency of rrention served as the total 
weight ed score in determining the i ndex of acceptability. The data are 
presented first for t eachers not on tenuri;. 
Table 118 reports the degree of accept ability by 'teachers in 
Table 118 . Degree of Acceptability by 240 Teachers in Communities Not 
Having a Merit-Salary Program as the Number of Times 
Judgments Should be Made Yearly of Teachers Not on Tenure 
Number of Times Judgments Degree of AccePtability 
Should be Made of Teachers 
Not on Tenure Retention Promotion Salary 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
( 1) (2) (3) (4) (15) (6) (7) 
Zero ••••••••••••••••••• 2 9 3 9, 10 7 
One ••••• •••••••• • •••••• 5 8 7 7 12 4 
TV'iO •••• •••••••••••••••• 9 5 8 6 11 6 
Tl1:r ee . •....•........... J.;~ 4 14 3 12 5 
Four .•.•.••.•••••.•. ... 17 2 14 2 15 2 
Five .••.•••••... ....••• 14 3 13 4 13 3 
Six •••••••••••••••••••• 5 7 6 8 4 9 
Seven •••••••••••••••••• 1 10 1 10 1 10 
Ei ght •••••••••••••••••• 7 6 8 5 5 8 
Nine or over ••••••••••• 30 1 27 1 20 1 
cormnunities not having a merit-salary program as the number of times 
during a school year juigments of a teacher 's effectiveness should be 
made as a basis for decisions concerning retention, promotion, and salary. 
I 
Table 119 sho·ws the degree of acceptability by staff members ather 
than teachers in conmunities not having a merit-salary program as the 
number of times judgments of a teacher's effectiveness should be made 
yearly as a basis for decisions concerning retention, promotion, and 
Table 119. Degree of Acceptability by 82 Staff Meniliers Other Than 
Teachers in Co~unities Not Having a Merit-Salary Program 
as the Number of Judgments to be Made Yearly of Teachers 
Not on Tenure 
Number of Times Judgments Degree of Acceptability 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion S~ary Not on Tenure 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Zero •••••••••.•.•••••• 0 10 1 10 12 4 
One ••••••••••••••••••• 4 7 6 7 13 3 
11-vo ••••••••••••••••• •• 8 6 9 5 8 7 
Three • ••••.•..•..••..• 10 4 10 4 10 5 
Four ••••••••••.•••••.• 13 2 7 6 14 2 
~ · r lve •••••••••••••••••• 9 5 13 2 9 6 
Six ••••••••••••••••••• 12 3 12 3 3 8 
Seven •••••••••••.••••• 2 9 3 8 2 9 
Ei gl'l.t ••• •••••••••••••• 3 8 2 9 1 10 
Nine or over •••••••••• 23 1 32 1 28 1 
salary. The highest frequency was for judgments to be made 11 Nine or 
more 11 times during the course of a school year. "Zero" judgments were 
ranked in tenth place as a basis for decisions as to retention and pro-
motion. 
place. 
The rank of "Zero" for salary purposes has moved into fourth 
I 
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Table 120 shows t he degree of acceptability by lay people as the 
number of times jud~ents should be made in the course of a school year 
of teachers not on temre. Unlike the results for te<l:chers ani staff 
members other than teachers there was no assignme nt of the l argest 
frequency to the same number of judgme nts in each cate&,""Ory . Fifty per 
Table 120. Degree of Acceptability by 78 Lay People ill Communities Not 
Having a Merit-Salary Program as the Number of Judgments 
to be Made Yearlv of Teachers Not on Tenure 
u I 
Number of Times Judgments Degree of Acceptability 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary Not on Tenure 
-
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3 ) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
I 
Zero •••• •• ••••• ••• ••••• 0 10 3 8 5 7 
One • • •• • ••••••••••••••• 15 4 33 1 39 1 
T VYO ••• ••••••••••••••••• 19 2 16 2 12 2 
Three . ••••••••••••••••• 11 5 5 7 6 6 
Four .•.• ••••.•.• •• .••.• 20 1 12 3 ll 3 
Five •• .••••..••••.•.... 7 6 1 9 10 4 
U1X. • • • •. • •. • • • • • • • • • • • 5 7 6 6 3 8 
Seven ........•..•.••••• 1 9 1 10 1 0 
Sight • •••••••••••••••.• 3 8 2 9 2 9 
Nine or over ••••••••••• 16 3 12 4 I 7 5 
cent of the lay peopl e in t he communities not havi ng a merit- salary 
I 
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progr an1 comidered that one judgment of a teacher 's e ffectiveness should 
be made as a basis for decisi ons concerning s a1ary. The largest index 
f i gure for retention vias "Four" follovied by 11 Tvmn and 11Nine or more 11 • 
190 
Table 121 and Tables 122 and 123 ·which follow it show the number of 
ti'll.es judgrents ::> hould be made of the effectiveness of teachers on 
tenure. The t eachers in ccmnunities not having a merit-salary program 
reported in Table 121 have r a nked 11 Zero11 first as the number of times 
Table 121. Degree of cceptability by 240 Teachers in Communities Not 
Having a 1A:erit-Salary Program as the Number of Judgments 
to be Made Yearly of Teachers on Tenure 
Degree of Acceptability 
Number of Times Judgments 
Should be "ade of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
on Tenure 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Ran.'!( 
(1) (2) ( 3) (4J (5) (6) (7) 
Zero ••••••••••••••••••• 42 1 5 8 22 1 
One • ••••••••••••••••••• 12 3 14 3 18 3 
Tvl O •• • • • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • 17 2 20 1 19 2 
Three • •••••••••••.••••• 3 7 10 6 7 6 
Foll.I' ••••••••••••••••••• 9 4 15 2 11 4 
Five . ..•.•.....••...... 7 5 12 4 10 5 
Six .....••.....•.•.••.• 2 8 5 7 2 8 
Seven • •.....••••••••••• 0 10 1 10 0 10 
Ei ght •••••••••••••••••• 1 9 2 9 1 9 
Nine or over ••••••••••• 4 6 12 5 5 7 
judgp1ents of teachers on ternre should be ma de as a basis for decisions 
concerning retention and salary. For promotion purposes 11 Twon, 11 Four 11 , 
and 110ne11 were the leading choices as the number of juQ.gments to be 
made . Column 7 shows that the order for the number of . judgments for 
salary purposes ranked from one through six was directly proportional 
to the number of judgments involved. 
The staff members other than teachers sho1'led in Table 122 agreement 
on the rank order of three items, those ranked sixth, seventh, and tenth. 
First choice as t~ number of jud§D.ents to be made yearly of teachers 
on tenure uas "Zero" for retention and salary and 11Nine or more" for 
Table 122. Degree of Acceptability by 82 Staff Members Other Than 
Teachers in Communities Not Having a Teacher Evaluation 
Program as the Number of Judgments to be Made Yearly of 
Teacher s on Tenure 
' 
Number of Times Jud~ents Degree of Acceptability 
Should be Made of Teachers 
Promotion Salary on Tenure Retention 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
\1 ) (2) (3) (4) ( 5) _(6) (7) 
Zero ••••••••••••••••••• 30 1 2 9 19 1 
One •••••••••••••••••••• 9 4 13 3 18 2 
~vo •••• •••••••••••••••• 15 2 19 2 15 4 
'Three ••• ••••••••••••••• 7 5 10 4 14 5 
Four ••••••••••••••••••• 6 6 8 6 6 6 
Five ••••••••••••••••••• 2 8 9 5 2 8 
Six .•.. ................ 4 7 7 7 4 7 
Seven ••••••••.••••.•••. 1 9 3 8 1 9 
Eignt ••••••••••••••••.• 0 10 1 10 0 10 
Nine or over ••••••••••• 13 3 23 1 17 3 
promotion. The rank order of the number of judgments for retention and 
salary was the same vlith exception of two items. 
Table 123 shov.rs the degree of acceptability by lay people of the 
number of times judgments should be made in the course of a school year 
of teacrers on tenure. For pur.poses of retention 75 per cent of the 
192 
possible index points was assigned to either 11Zero 11 , tiOnen, or f1Two" 9 
The index figure of 44 for 110ne11 as the first-ranked Q.umber of times 
for salary was three times as large as that for 11 Zero 11 which ranked second. 
Table 123. Degree of Acceptability by 78 Lay People j,n Communities 
Not Having a Merit-Salary Program as the Number of 
Judgments to be Made Yearly of Teachers on Tenure 
Number of Times Judgments Degree of Acceptability 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
on Termre 
Index Rank Index J Rank Index I Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)_ 
Zero ••••••••••••••••••• 28 1 0 10 14 2 
One ••••••• ••••••••••••• 26 2 38 1 44 1 
Tvvo . ••••••••••••••••••• 21 3 19 2 12 3 
Three •••••••••••••••••• 8 4 8 4 6 5 
Four ••••••.•••••••••••• 5 6 6 t5 7 4 
.,..,. 3 7 5 ~ 3 7 r~v~ •••••••••••••••••• 
Six ...................• 6 5 3 7 0 10 
Seven ••.•••••••.••••••• 0 10 2 8 2 8 
Eight •••••••••••••••••• 1 9 1 9 1 9 
Nine or over . _ •••••••••• 2 8 15 3 5 6 
I 
There is agreement only on the item ranked ninth in all three categories 
of retention, promotion, and salary. Although there was no broad area 
of agreement in response to Question X, it can be said that more judgments 
for each of the purposes should be made of teachers not on tenure than of 
teachers on tenure. 
CHAPTER VII 
ACCEPI'ABILITY :l3Y RESPONDENTS IN COMMUNITIES! 
OF FOUR POPULATION GROUPS 
1. Degree of Acceptability by the Respondents in 
Communities of Under s,ooo Population 
1 
I Number and types of participapts.- The results to be presented in 
I 
the first section of this chapter are those for the three groups respond-
ing to the inquiry forma from communities of under 5,000 population, 
I 
consisting of 61 Teachers, 35 Staff Members Other Than 1Teachers, and 
52 Lay People. The results obtained for each question I in the inquiry 
forms will be presented as received from each of tre ae 1types. In this as 
in the succeeding sections, the degree of acceptability will be Shown 
in tables containing the "Total Weighted Score", the "Index of Accept-
abilitY", and the "Ran.k". 
Degree of acceptability of ~rsonal characteristics proposed for 
evaluation.- The first question in the inquiry fonn requested the 
respondents to evaluate on the scale certain ~rsonal characteristics 
I 
for use in determining a teacher's effectiveness. 
Table 124 expresses the reactions of 168 teachers in communities 
of under 5,000 population to these r:ersonal characteristics proposed for 
evaluation. "Attitude toward work" and "DependabilitY"! showed the largest 
total weighted score. "Physical well-being" and Habits: of work" were the 
, q3 
l east acceptable measures of a teacher's effectiveness. There was a 
range of 23 points in the index figures of the degre e of acceptability. 
I 
Table 124. Degree of Acceptability of Personal Characteristics 
Proposed for Evaluation by 61 Teachers in
1
Communities 
of Under 5,000 Population 
I 
Total Index of 
Personal Characteristics Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Habits of work •••••••••••••••••• 218 71 11 
Physical well- heing ••••••••••••• 237 77 10 
Emotional stability •• • •••••••••• 282 92 3 
Appearance •• •••••••.•••.•••• . ••• 257 84 6 
Attitude toward work •••••••••••• 288 94 l 
Breadth of interests and 
talents .... ....•.......•........ 238 78 9 
Dependabi lity ••••••••••••••••••• 284 93 2 
Cooperation •• • •••••.• . .•.•.• • .•• 281 I 92 4 
Sense of Proportion ••••••••••• • • 249 81 8 
Sense of humor •••••••••••••••••• 253 82 7 
Z76 
I 
Adaptability ••••••• •.•• •••• • •••• 99 5 
194 
Table 125 shows the staff menbers other than teacl~ers in comnunities 
I 
of under 5, 000 population to differ from the tea chers in the degree of 
acneptability of the rersonal characteristics proposed 1for evaluation . 
The only item agreed upon was t he first- ranking n~ttitude t owar d 
work ll . The staff members other than teachers ran_ked 11Emotional sta-
bilityH second and "Cooperation" i n t hird place . The lowest i ndices 
of acceptability were assigned by staff members to "Sense of proportion" 
and nflhysical well-being" to indicate them to be of le~st value in 
determining a teacher's effectiveness. 
Table 125. Degree of Acceptability of Personal Characteristics 
Proposed for Evaluation by 55 Staff Members Other Than 
Teachers in Communities of Under 5,000 Population 
Personal Characteristics rrotal Index of I Rank ~eighted Aceepta-
~core bility 
I 
I 
(1) (2) (5) _(4) 
- I Habits of work••••••••••••••••••• 149 85 6 
Physical well-being •••••••••••••• 116 66 
I 
ll 
Emotional stabilitY•••••••••••••• 166 94 2 
Appearance ••••••••••••.•••••••••• , 1.35 77 8 
Attitude toward work••••••••••••• 168 96 I 1 I 
Breadth of interests and talents. 159 79 7 
Dependability •••••••••••••••••••• 155 87 ' 5 
Cooperation ••••••••••••••••••.••• 161 92 5 
Sense of proportion •••••••••••••• , 151 76 10 
Sense of humor••••••••••••••••••• 1M 76 9 
AdaptabilitY••••••••••••••••••••• 157 89 4 
Table 126 shows the degree of acceptability of thei IS rsonal 
characteristics proposed for evaluation by the lay people in the 
comnnmities of under 5,000 population. The bulk of the reactions 
were in the three highest scale values with no weighting of less 
than three being assigned to "Emotional stabili tytt, "Dependability", 
I 
"Cooperation", or "AdaptabilitY". Seventy-five per cent of the 
195 
respondents assigned the maximum score to the item of "Dependabilityi'. 
Comparison of Tables 124, 125, and 126 reveals that the three groups 
of respondents in communities under 5,000 population do not agree 
Table 126. Degree of Acceptability of Personal Characteristics 
Proposed for Evaluation by 52 lay People in 1 Communities 
of Under 5,000 Population 
otal Index of 
Personal Characteristics eighted Accepta- Rank 
~ore bility 
(1) (2) (5) J4) 
Habits of work•••••••••·••••••• J.S2 82 7 
Physical well-being•••••••••••• 124 77 9 
Emotional stabilitY•••••••••••• 144 90 4 
Appearance ••••••••••••••••••••• 97 60 ll 
Attitude toward work ••••••••••• 149 95 2 
Breadth of interests and talents 127 79 8 
DependabilitY•••••••••••••••••• 150 95 I 1 
Cooperation •••••••••••••••••••• 146 91 5 
Sense of proportion •••••••••••• 154 83 6 
Sense of humor ••••••••••••••••• 113 70 10 
AdaptabilitY••••••••••••••••••• 138 86 5 
' 
upon the degree of acceptability of any of the personal characteristics 
for judging a teacher's effectiveness. 
~cceptability of further measures of a teacher's effectiveness.-
"In judging a teacher's effectiveness, how much weight 110uld you give 
to each of the following?" was the second question. 
The degree of acceptability of these measures is shown in Table 127 
196 
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for 61 teachers in communities of under 5,000 populatipn. Three fourths 
of the teachers assigned the highest weight to "Discipiinett, 
Table 127. Degree of Acceptability of Measures of a TeaCher's 
Effectiveness by 61 Teachers in Communities of Under 
5,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Measures of Eftectivenes:s Weighted Accepta- Rank 
Score bility 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Class progress, objectively 
measured••••••••••••••••••••••• 145 65 15 
Use of new methods ••••••••••••• 213 69 7 
Providing for individual 
differences•••••••••••••••••••• 266 87 3 
General instructional skill •••• 279 91 2 
Control of physical conditions. 209 68 8 
Economy of supplies and 
prOperty •••••••••••••••••••••• ~ 202 66 10 
Clerical efficiena.y •••••••••••• 198 64 12 
Discipline••••••••••••••••••••• 186 95 1 
Sharing school responsibility •• 265 81 4 
Contributing to "esprit de 
corps" ••••••••••••••••••••••.• •• 250 64 5 
Extra-curricular activities •••• 197 64 15 
Contributing to cmnnmni ty 
progress •••••••••• ••• •••••••• •·• 195 63 14 
Activity in professional groups 182 59 17 
Enriching community life ••••••• 199 65 11 
Sensitivity to public reaction~ 206 67 9 
Cooperation with laymen in 
school planning •••••••••••••••• 215 70 6 
Leadersh:lp o£ children in 
non-school activities •••••••••• 185 60 16 
198: 
and two thirds assigned the highest score in 11 General instructional skill". 
The pattern of response for tre staff members otter than teacters 
in Table 128 wa.s similar to that reported above far teachers in only a 
ff1W instances and the values assigned by the staff were slightly higher. 
Table 128. Degree of Acceptability of Measures of a Teacher's 
Effectiveness by 55 Staff Members other Than Teachers 
in Communities of Under s,ooo Population 
Total Index of 
Measures of Effectiveness Weighted Accepta- Rank 
Score bility 
(1) .(2) (5) (4) 
Class progress, objectively 
measured••••••••••••••••••••••• 128 75 8 
Use of new methods ••••••••••••• 155 76 7 
Providing for individual 
differences•••••••••••••••••••• 164 95 1 
General instructional skill •••• 162 92 5 
Control of physical conditions. 124 70 l2 
Economy of supplies and 
propertY••••••••••••••••••••••• 106 60 17 
Clerical efficiency •••.•••••••• 107 61 16 
Discipline••••••••••••••••••••• 165 95 2 
Sharing school responsibility •• 155 87 4 
Contributing to "esprit de 
corps"························· 151 86 5 
Extra~curricular activities •••• 126 72 10 
Contributing to community-
progress••••••••••••••••••••••• 120 68 15 
Activity in professional groups 125 71 11 
Enriching community- life ••••••• 112 64 15 
Sensitivity to public reaction. 157 78 6 
Cooperation with laymen in 
school planning•••••••••••••••• 127 72 9 
Leadership of children in 
non-school activities •••••••••• 114 65 14 
Table 129 reports the reactions o:r the lay people in communities of 
under s,ooo population to these same measures of a teacher's effectiveness. 
The highest possible score was assigned to "Discipline" b;y three fourths 
.. 
of the la;y respondents in communities of under 5,000 p6pulation. 
Table 129. Degree of Acceptability of Measures of a Teacher's 
Effectiveness by 32 lay People in Communitiss of-
Under 5,000 Population 
Total Iniex of 
Measures of Effectiveness Weighted Accepta-
Score bility 
(1) (2) (3) I 
Class progress, objectivel;y 
I 
measured ••••••••••••••••••••••• 135 84 
Use of new methods ••••••••••••• ll8 75 
Providing for individual 
differences•••••••••••••••••••• 141 88 
General instructional skill •••• 142 88 
Control of physical conditions. 104 65 
Economy of supplies and 
propertY••••••••••••••••••••••• 90 56 
Clerical efficienc;y •••••••••••• 89 55 
Discipline ••••••••••••••••••••• 151 94 
Sharing school responsibilit;y •• 130 81 
Contributing to "esprit de 
corps"••••••••••••••••••••••••• 128 80 
Extra-curricular activities •••• lll 69 
Contributing to communit;y 
progress ••••••••••••••••••••••• 94 58 
Activity in professional groups l16 72 
Enriching community life ••••••• 120 75 
Sensitivity to public reaction. 109 68 
Cooperation with laymen in 
school planning••••••••••••••·• ll7 75 
Leadership of children in 
non-school activities •••••••••• ll9 74 
Rank 
(4) 
4 
9 
5 
2 
14 
16 
17 
1 
5 
6 
12 
15 
11 
7 
1.3 
10 
8 
:t 00 
Acceptability of items other than supervisory reports.- In Question 
III the respondents were asked to indicate too amount of acceptability 
of items in addition to reports by supervisory staff members tor 
determining a teacher's effectiveness. 
The reactions of the 61 teachers in communities of under 5,000 
population are shown in Table 130. The total weighted scares far all 
Table 130. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Determiners of a 
Teacher's Effectiveness to 61 Teachers in Communities 
of Under 5,000 Population 
"'otal Index of 
Determiners of Effectiveness feighted Accepta- Rank 
Score bility 
{l) ,2) (5) (4) 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
measured by standardized testa 200 65 2 
2. Pupil judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
Top ten pupils in class •••• 154 50 5 
Entire class••••••••••••••• 205 66 ' l 
Lowest ten pupils in class. 152 45 6 
5. Teacher judgment on a predeter 
-
' 
mined scale used by 
Teachers in the building •••• 169 55 5 
Teachers not in the 
building •••.••••••••••••••••• ll8 58 7 
Committee composed of both 
groups•••••••••••••••••••••• 155 50 4 
items were much lower than those obtained in response to the first two 
questions. Pupil judgment on a predetermined scale used by t:ts "Entll-e 
class• was weighted most highly, but this may be seen to yield an index 
I 
of acceptabi lity of only 66. "Amount of pupil progress as measured by 
standardized tests" was ranked in second place with an irrlex of 65. 
The responses for the 35 staff members other than teachers in 
conununities of under 5,000 population were sunrnarized in Table 131 
Table 131. Degree of Acceptabi lity of Suggested Determiners of a 
Teacher's Effectiveness by 35 Staff Members Other Than 
Teachers in Conmunities of Under 5, 000 Popul'ation 
Total Index of 
Determiner s of Effectiveness Weight ed Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
I 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
measured by s tandardiz:ed I 
tests •••••••••••••••••••••••• 117 66 2 
2. Pupil judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
Top ten pupils in class •••• 92 52 5 
Entire class •••••••• • •••••• 118 67 1 
Lowest ten pupils in· ,class. 76 43 7 
3. Teacher judgment on a pre-
determined scale used by 
Teachers in the building ••• 108 61 3 
Teachers not in the 
building • .......••..•.....• 80 45 6 
Co.mrni ttee composed of both , 
groups •••.••••••••••••••••• 107 61 4 
and reveal a relatively lmv degree of acceptability also. Judgment by 
"Teachers not in the building 11 was not considered of 11G;reat" acceptability 
by any of the staff members responding. Similarly, judgment by the 
I 
11 Lc::w1 est ten pupils in the class" was assigned 11Greattt weight by only one 
, 
staff member. 
~ 02 
The reactions of the lay people in the coliD!lunities of unier 5,000 
population show in Table 132 a greater spread of acceptability that:l 
was found in the responses of either the teachers or the staff members 
other than teachers to this group of items. '!be lowest index of 
Table 132. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Detel"lJlimrs of a 
Teacher• s Effectiveness by 52 Lay People in Communities 
of Under s,ooo Population 
f'otal In:lex of 
Determiners of Effectiveness l'feighted Accepta- Rank 
Score bility 
(1) (2J (5) (4) 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
measured by standardized testa ~ 127 79 1 
2. Pupil judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
Top ten pupils in class ••••• 92 57 5 
Entire class •••••••••••••••• 105 65 2 
Lo11eat ten pupils in class •• 70 45 7 
5. Teacher judgment on a prede-
termined scale used by 
Teachers in the building •••• 96 60 3 
Teachers not in the 
building •••••••••.•••••••••• 71 44 6 
Committee composed of both 
groups•••••••••••••••••••·•• 95 59 4 
acceptability was 43, obtained by the "Lowest ten pupils in the class"• 
However, the highest index of acceptability was 79, 12 points above the 
highest index for staff members and 15 points above the highest index 
for teachers. "Amount of pupil progress as measured by standardized tests" 
was ranked first with an index of 79. 
~03 
Acceptability of evaluation items suggested for olacEIDent in a 
personnel record folder.-- Question IV submitted to the respondents a 
group of seven items suggested for placEment in a personnel record 
folder for use in making a jlll"t gplent of a teacher's effectiveress. 
Table 133 reports the reactions of the 61 teachers in the communities 
of under 5,000 population. The frequencies of the weights assigred 
Table 133. Degree of Acceptability of Items Suggested far PlacEment in 
a Personnel Record Folder by 61 Teachers in Communities of 
Under 5,000 Population 
' 
Total Index of 
Items Suggested for Personnel Weighted Accept- Rank 
Record Folder Score ability 
_(1)_ (2) (3)_ (4) 
1. Reports of supervisOry 
observations •• .- •••••••••••••• 225 73 1 
2. Records of further st~ ••••• 212 69 2 
3. Records of canmittee work •••• 197 64 4 
4. Reports on extra-curricular 
activities ••••••••••••••••••• 178 58 6 
5. Standard test records of 
classes ta~t ••••••••••••••• 191 62 5 
6. Reports of corrmunity activi-
ties undertaken by the 
' 
teacre r .•.•.•.••..•..•...•.•• 145 47 7 
7. Reports of special methods 
or materials developed ••••••• 209 68 3 
rasulted in :indices of acceptability ranging from 73 down to 47. The 
teachers in these communities gave the greatest weights to "Reports of 
supervisory observations", "Records of further studJ;.u and to "Reports 
of special methods or materi aLs developed. 
Table 134 reports the reactions o f staff members other than teachers 
in the communi ties of under 5, 000 popul ation . The wei ghts assigned vary 
f r om those reported by the teachers in Table 133. The rank order for 
staff members other than teache r s i n Table 134 differed fran t h at f or 
teachers in all ex cept three items. The range for the indices of 
Tabl e 134. Degree of Acceptability of Items Sugges t ed f or Pl acement i n 
a Personnel Record Folder by 35 Staff Me:nbers Other Than 
Teachers in Communities of Under 5,000 Population 
Items Suggested for Personnel Total Index of 
Record Folder Weighted Accept - Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) (3 ) (4) 
1 . Reports of supervisory 
observations •••• ••• •• • • •••••• 138 78 1 
2 . Records of further study •••••. 115 65 3 
3. Records of canmittee work •••• 101 57 6 
4 . Report s on extra- curricular 
activities .•.. . •...•......... 108 61 4 
5. Standard test , records of 
classes taught •••••••••• • •••• 107 61 5 
6 . Reports of conmunity acti v-
ities undertaken by the 
teacher • •• • • •••• • •• • •••••••• ~ 96 54 7 
?. Reports of special methods 
or materials developed • •••• •• 127 72 2 
~ u4 
acceptability was 24 points . "Reports of canmunity a ctivities urrlertaken 
by the teacher" was again the lowest ranking item. 
The degree of a cceptabi lity by the 32 lay people in the conmunities 
~ u5 
of under 5, 000 population a re reported in Table 135 . Examination reveals 
that "Standard test records of classes taught11 had the highest total 
weighted score. "Reports of supervisory observations" which had the 
second high est total weighted score was assigned a weight of "5" t wo 
mor e times than the item ranked first . 'Ihere was a range in the indic es 
of accept ability for the items of 21. points . Tt \~uld seem that super -
viso :cy processes a rrl reports should receive consideration as an acceptable 
part of a p r ogram of evaluation. 
Table 135. Degree of Acceptability of I tems Suggested for Placement in 
a Personnel Record Folder by 52 Ley People in Comlllllni ties 
of Under 5,000 Population 
~ - :,. 
I t ems Suggest ed for Personnel Total Index of Weighted Accept- Rank Record Folder Score ability 
_(1 ) (2) (3) (4) 
1. Reports of supervisory 
observations ••••••••••••••••• 172 76 2 
2. Records of further study ••..• 114 71 4 
3. Records of ccxnmittee work •••• 92 57 7 
4. Reports on extra-curricular 
activities ••••••••••••••••••• 93 58 6 
5. Standard test records of 
classes t augb.t • •••••••••••••• 126 78 1 
6. Reports of community activi-
ties undertaken by the 
teacher •• •••••••••••••• ••• ••• 97 60 5 
?. Reports of special methods 
or materials developed ••••••• 119 74 3 
The "Most" acceptable and the 11 Least" acceptable judges of teaching .-
In Question V the respondents were asked to indicate tl:e parson most 
preferred and least preferred as a judge of teaching. 
The preferences for the teachers in communities of under 5,000 
population are reported in Table 156. The nsupervising principal" 
was most preferred by nearly one half of the teache:m responding. Table 
Table 136. Degree of Acceptability as a Judge of Teaching According by 
61 Teachers in Communities of Under 5,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Person Preferred Weighted Accepta- Rank 
to Judge Teaching Score bility 
(1) _{2) (3) (4) 
SUperintendent. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • , 10 16 2 
Supervisors •••••••••••••••••••••• 7 ll 3 
Supervising principal •••••••••••• 27 44 1 
Teaching principal•••••••••••···~ 5 8 4 
Teacher concerned ••• •·• ••••••••••• 2 0 6 
Fellow teachers•••••••••••••••••• 5 4 5 
Pupils••••·•••••••••••••••••••••4 7 0 7 
Parents. • • • • • • • • • • • . . . . . • .. • .. . • • • . · 11 0 9 
other lay persons ••••• , •••••••••• 24 0 10 
Educational experts from outside 
the local system ••••••••••••••••• 8 0 8 
156 shows a wide variance in the degree of acceptability of the persons 
proposed as judges. The indices for most of tl:e judges were low. The 
total weighted scores in Question v were obtained by subtracting the 
frequencies for "least" from those far "Mostn. The minus sccres 
~06 
resulting for sane itesm were considered as having a zero index of 
acceptability. 
Staff members other than teachers reported in Table 13? for com-
muni ties un::l.er 5,000 population sha;v no choice of 11Puplls 11 , "Parents", 
"Other lay persons 11 as the most preferred judge of teaching. IIFellOVIT 
Table 13?. Degree of Acceptability as a Judge of Teaching According 
to 35 Staff Members Other Than Teachers in Communities of 
Under 5, 000 Population 
Person Preferred Total Index o.f 
to Judge Teaching Weighted Accept- Rank Score ability 
(1) (2)_ (3) (4) 
Superintendent ••••••••••••••••••• 3 8 3 
Su.J>erviso rs •••••••••••••••••••••• 9 25 2 
Supervising principal •••••••••••• 16 45 1 
Teachiq; prmcipal . ••..•........• 2 5 4 
Teacher concerned .••...••••••••.• 1 2 5 
Fellow teachers •••••••••••••••••• 0 0 ? 
Pupils ••....••...••....•.....•... 1 0 8 
Parents •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 11 0 9 
Other lay persons •••••••••••••••• 19 0 10 
Educational experts from outside 
the local sys tam ••••••••••••••••• 0 0 6 
teachers" had no frequency of mention as either the "Most" acceptable 
207 
-
or the "Least" acceptable judge of teaching. The "Supervising principaln 
vvas again ranked first. The total weighted score for the 11Supervising 
principal" was nine times th at of the "Teaching principal". 
The degree of acceptability for lay people in conmunities of under 
5,000 population is shown in Table 138 . There was no mention by the 
lay people of the 11Parents 11 or 110ther lay people" as the most preferred 
judge of teaching. As with staff members, "Fellow teachers" had no 
degree of mention. 110ther lay persons 11 was nentioned as least accept-
Table 138. Degree of Acceptability as a Judge of Teaching According 
to 32 Lay People in Conmunities of Urrler 5,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Person Preferred Weighted Accept- Rank 
to Judge Teaching Score ability 
{1) {21 (3) (4) 
Superintendent •••••••••••••••••••• 11 34 2 
Supervisors .••• •••••••.••••....••• 3 9 3 
Supervising principal ••••••••••••• 12 37 1 
Teaching principal •••••••••••••••• 1 3 4 
Teacher cor£erned ••••••••••••••••• 2 0 7 
Fellow teachers ••••••••••••••••••• 0 0 5 
Pupils . ..........•..•.....•...••.• 7 0 9 
Parents •• ••••....•.•..••••.••.•... 6 0 8 
Other lay persons ..••••.•••.•••••• 11 0 10 
Educational experts from o utside 
the local system •••••••••••••••••• 1 0 6 
able by one third of the lay people responding. The lay people select-
ed tm "Supervising principal" as having fo ur times the acceptability 
of tre 11 Supe rvisors 11 and more than 12 times the acceptability of 
the fourth-ranking "Teaching principal" . Lay people most prefer 
~08: 
the 11 Super:lntendent" and tm "Supervis:lng principal" as a judge of 
teach:lng and least prefer 110ther 1 ay persons !I 0 
:Most acceptable combinations of· persons to judge teacher effective-
~·- Question VI asked, 11 ~That combination of the following persons 
I 
would insure the fairest judgment of at eacher 1s effectiveness?" 
I 
The acceptability of the combinations to the teacl;lers, staff mem-
I 
bers othE;Jr than teachers, and lay people in the communities of under 
5,000 is reported in Table 139. 
Table 139. Degree of Acceptability by Respondents in Communities of 
Under .5,000 Population as the Canb:lna tion of Persons to 
Insure the Fairest Judgment of a Teacher's 1 Effectiveness 
I 
Combinations 
(ll 
1. Administrative, supervisory, 
and teaching personnel ••••••• •. 
2 . Aclministrati ve and supervisory . 
personnel and educational 
experts fran outside the local 
s ystem .....•......•.•.....••.•• 
3. .clministrat ive, supervisory, 
and teach:lng personnel and edu-
cational experts from outside 
the local system ••••••••••••••• 
4. Teaching personnel and educa-
tional experts f rom outside the 
local system .........•.......•• 
Degree 
Teachers 
(2) 
29 
32 
11 
0 
of Acceptability 
I Staff Lay 
Mf3mbers People 
I (3) 14l 
I 
i 20 21 
I 
I 
i 
I 45 31 
i 
I 8 15 
I 
I 
! 0 0 
I 
~ 10 
_ c ceptabili ty as the person who should make decisions as to reten-
1 
tion, promotion, or _salary.-- 11After information on the teacher's effect-
iveness has been g athered from various sources, who sh9uld make decisions 
az t o retention, prcmotion, or salary as a result of a !study of this 
information'" 
I 
The a nswers to Question VII are swnmarized in Table 1.40 for teachers 
Table 140 . Degree of Acceptability by 61 Teachers in Communities 
of Under 5, 000 Population as the Person YJho ! Should :Make 
Decisions as to Reterrtion, Promotion, or Salary 
Degree of Acceptability 
Person to Make Decision Reterrtion Promotion Salary 
' 
Index Rank ! Index ' Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) ( 5) (6) ( 7 )_ 
Superintendent ••••• •• ••••••••• 70 1 65 I l 75 1 Assistants to the 
s~Jerintendent • • • • • • ••• •• ••• • • 9 6 14 6 6 6 
Supervisors .• . •...•...•••• • .•• 2L~ 4 27 I 3 8 5 
Supervising principal. •••• • ••• 40 2 52 I 2 13 3 
I Teaching principal •• • ••••• . ••• 18 5 24 5 1 7 
Teacher Cornmi ttee ••• •• • .- •••••• 8 7 13 7 11 4 
Committee of any of the I I 
above • •.•..•• • . . ••.• . • • •.•••. • 31 3 26 I 4 34 2 
in communities of under 5,000 population. The "Superintendent" was 
menti oned most frequently as theperson who should make these decisions. 
! 
~ ll· 
The "Supervising principal" and 11Sup3rvisors 11 ranked nepct to the 
I 
"Superintendent!! as the person to make decisions as to promotion. 
I 
Table 1.41 shows the "Superintendent" to be most acceptable to 
I 
staff members other than teachers as the person who sh0uld make deci-
sions as tor etention, promotion, and s alary. The ".Supervising principal" 
I 
received the second highest frequency of mention for making decisions 
I 
as tor etention and promotion . Table 1.41 shows an index score of only 8 
I 
Table 141. Degree of Acceptability by 35 Staff Members Other Than 
Teachers in Communities of Under 5, 000 Population as the 
Person to Make Decisions as to Retention, Rromotion, or 
Salary 
Degree of AccJ ptability 
Person to 1 ake Deci sions Retention Pranotiqn Salary 
I 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) ( 5) (6) (7) 
Superintendent • •• • •• • •• ••• ••• 74 1 71 
Assistants to the 
1 80 1 
I 
s uperintendent • ••• • • • ••• • • • • • 22 5 22 5 8 7 
Supervisors • • • •• •••••••• •• • •• 34 3 40 j I 17 4 
Supervising principal. • • •••• • 37 2 42 2 1.4 5 
Teaching principal •• •• • • • •••• 1.4 7 20 6 ll 6 
... I 
Teacher committee ••• • • • ••••• • 17 6 14 7 22 3 
Committee of anY of the J above • • •• • • .• •••• • • •• .. . ••• .• 25 4 25 42 2 
I 
for 11Assistants to the superintendent" to make decisionls as to salary. 
The staf f members other than teachers indicated that a 
1
com'ni ttee of the 
.... 12 
persons mentioned would be, next to the superintendent, most acceptable 
to make decisions as to salary. 
The reacti ons of the lay people in communities of under 5, 000 
population to Question VII are reported in Table 142. iin each of the 
categories, the "Superintendent" was mentioned by more 'than three f -ourths 
of this group of 52 lay people. In each category, the items mentioned 
I 
Table 142. Degree of Acceptability by 52 Lay People in Conmnmities of 
Under 5,000 Population as the Person to Make Decisions as to 
Retention, Promotion, or Salary I 
Degree of Acceptabilit,r 
' 
Retention Promotion Salary 
Person to l!ake Decision 
I Index Rank Wex Rarf Index Rank 
_{_1} (2) (5) (4) (5) _{6} ._(7) 
" 
Superintendent ••••••••••••• 78 1 78 l j 87 1 
Assistants to the 
superintendent••••••••••••• 15 5 18 4 21 4 
Supervisors.••••••••••••••• 18 4 51 2 15 5 
Supervising principal •••••• 51 2 28 SJ 9 7 
Teaching principal••••••••• 9 ' 7 6 12 6 
Teacher committee •••••••••• 12 6 9 6 25 3 
Committee of any of I 
the above•••••••••••••••••• 21 5 12 5 ! ' ' 46 2 
i 
I 
least frequently were mentioned by not more than one tenth of those 
possible. The lay respondents in the conmnmities of under 5,000 population 
I 
agree with the teachers and the staff mmbers other than teachers that 
making decisions as to retention and promotion is an administrative 
I 
. I 
function. The "Superintendent" was the item in Question VII maintainjng 
I 
consistently ~he highest degree of acceptability. 
Time available for determining the teacher's effectiveness.--
In Question VIII the respondents were asked, "How much 'time does each 
I 
of the following have to judge a teacher's effectiveness in your school?" 
! 
Table 143 shows the summ.ary of the responses to this question by 
I 
the teachers in the communities of' under s, 000 population. The :t:er 
Table 145. Amount of Time Available for Judging a Teac;her 1 s 
Effectiveness According to 61 Teachers in CoJIIJil1mities 
Of Under 5,000 Population 1 
I 
Total 
Person to Judge Per 
I 
Weighted Cent 1 Rank 
Score I 
(1) (2) (5) I (4) 
I 
Superintendent•••••••••••••• 155 50 I 5 Supervising principal ••••••• 214 70 2 
Supervisors••••••••••••••••• 152 49 I 4 
Teaching principal •••••••••• 131 42 5 
Fellow teachers •••••••••• ••·• 101 55 i 7 I 
Pupils •• ••·• ••••••••••••••••• 220 72 I l 
Parents••••••••••••••••••••• 117 58 I 6 
other lay persons ••••••••••• 79 25 
I 8 
I 
cents appearing in column 5 of Table 145 are not truly indices of' 
acceptability. They represent the number of' points scored out of a 
possible 100 to indicate the amount of time available. In Table 145 
I 
the "Pupils" ranked first in the amount of' time available to judge 
I 
teaching. In second place with a percentage score of 70 was the 
i;l3 
"Supervising principal"• 
The reactions of staff members otl::er than teachers reported in 
I 
Table 144 indicated the nsupervising principal" to mve the most time 
I 
and nOther lay ~rsons" to have the least time available in lhich to 
make a judgment of a teacher's effectiveness. The teachers and staff 
I 
members other than teachers agree on the items to be rB.nked in the 
I 
I 
Table 144. Amount of Time Available to Jmge Teaching According to 
55 Staff ltembers other Than Teachers in Corlummities of 
Under 5,000 Population 
Total I 
Person to Ju:lge Weighted Per Cent Rank 
Score I 
I 
(l) (2) (5) I (4) 
i 
Superintendent •••••••••••••• 91 52 I 4 
Supervising principal ••••••• 158 78 l 
Supervisors••••••••••••••••• 105 58 I 5 
Teaching principal •••••••••• 81 46 I 5 
Fellow teachers ••••••••••••• 58 55 I 7 
Pupils•••••••••••••••••••••• 110 62 I 2 
Parents ••••••••••••••••••••• 64 56 I 6 
other lay persons ••••••••••• 48 27 I 8 
I 
I 
tour lowest places. The supervising principal would sef»D to be the 
person on the faculty having the most tim to be in a pOsition to 
I 
judge a teacher's effectiveness. 
~14 
Minimum amount of time to judge the quality of teaching.- "Encircle 
the number of the one of the following which represents 
1 
the minimum 
I 
amount of time necessary to judge the quality of teaching", was asked 
as Question IX. 
I 
Table 145 reports the degree of acceptability by teachers in 
~ 
' 
communities of under 5,000 population of items as being tte m:i.nimum 
amount of time necessary to judge the quail ty of teaching. The reader 
, I 
I 
Table 145. Degree of Acceptability by 61 Teachers in Communities of 
Under 5,000 PopUlation as the Minimum Amount of Time 
Necessary to Judge Teaching 
I 
Total Index of 
1 
Amount of Time Weighted Accepta- Rank 
Score bility I I 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
- I 
Less than class period •••••• 5 8 4 
Full class period •••••••••••• 0 0 ! 5 
Several part periods •••••••• 8 15 I 5 
Several fUll periods •••••••• 16 26 I 2 
Some part and some full I 
periods •••••••••••.••••••••• 4 52 52 1 
I 
i 
should note that the 61 responses were spread over five items ani that 
i 
the sum of the indices of acceptability would be 100. The index for 
I 
"Some part and some full periods" was twice as high as that for tba 
I 
second-ranked item, "Several full periods". 
The rank order of the items for staff members otl'e~ than teachers 
in communities of under 5,000 population reported in Table 146 differed 
I 
slightly from that of the teachers in Table 145. The rank order of 
- ~16 
the t wo smallest t:ime blocks was interchanged. The index of accept-
abilit;r to staff members was seven points less than to 
1
teachers for "Some 
I 
part and s orne full periods". This item was not selected by a majority of 
I 
the staff marnbers respon:l.ing. The 11 Full class period" which was ranked 
I 
four t h had an i ndex of acceptability less than one t weqtieth that of the 
first-ranking i t em. It may be concluded from these results that to be 
I 
Table 146. Degr ee of Acceptability by 35 Staff Members Other Than 
Teachers in Communities of Under 5,000 Population as 
The Mipirn.um Amount of Time Necessary to Judge Teaching 
I 
Total Inde!K of 
Amount of Time Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) ( 31) (4) 
! 
Less than class _pariod ••••••••••• 0 0 5 
Full class period •••••••••••••••• 1 2 4 
Several part periods ••••••••••••• 6 17 3 
Several full periods ••••••••••••• 12 34 1 2 
Some part and some full periods •• 16 451 1 
I 
. I . 
acceptable to teachers or staff members other than teachers considerable 
I 
time must be spent in making a judgment of a teacher's effectiveness. 
I 
Acceptability as the number of times during a school year for 
judgments of a teacher's ef fectiveness.-- Question X asked the respond-
1 
ents t o indicate the number of times during a school year that judgments 
I 
of a teacher's effectiveness should be made as a basis for decisions con-
I 
I ~17 
earning retention, promotion, and sal.ary. The respond~nts were asked to 
I 
consider two groups of teachers, those not on tenure arld those on tenure. 
. . I 
I 
This was not a sealed question am no weights were ass~md. Consequently 
I 
. I 
the sum of the responses to one phase of tm question equalled tls total 
. - I 
number of respondents. The data are presented first for teachers not 
I 
on tenure. 
I 
Table 147 reparts the degree of acceptability by t r ob>rs in 
Table 147. Degree of Acceptability by 61 Teachers in Cpmmunities of 
Under 5,000 Populations the Number of Times! Juigments 
Should be Made Yearly of Teachers lot on Te1:1ure 
I 
Number of Times Judgments Degree of Aceeptab~lity 
" Should be Made of Teachers I 
Not on Tenure Retention I Promotio~ Salary 
~ Index Rank Index ~ Index 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 5) (6) 
I ' 
Zero••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 9 1 :9 7 
Olle •••••••• .••••••••••.•••••••• 9 5 9 Is 16 
Two, ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 8 6 8 6 15 
Three •••••••••.•••••••••••••• 16 5 21 2 19 
Four••••••••••••••••••••••••• 18 2 14 5 6 
Five••••••••••••••••••••••••• 11 4 ll 4 8 
Six ••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • · ·~ 5 8 5 J~ 1 Seven ••••••• • • • •-• • • • • • • • • • • •• 0 10 0 0 
Eight ••••• · -· ••••••••••••••••• 4 7 6 17 5 
Nine or over ••••••••••••••••• 27 1 24 1 21 
I ) 
I 
.. . I . 
communities of unier s,ooo populations the number of tJJDes durJ.ng a 
I 
school year judgments of a teacher's effectiveness shoul~ be made as 
Rank 
(7) 
6 
5 
4 
2 
'l 
5 
9 
10 
8 
1 
a basis for ·decisions concerning retention, promotion, 1and salary. The 
largest index figure for retention, promotion, and sal.&ry was for nNine 
or more" judgments. n Seven" judgments was ranked in l~st place in eaah 
category with an index of acceptability of zero. I 
Table 148 shows the degree of acceptability by staff members 
, I 
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Table 148. Degree of Acceptability by 55 Staff Member~ other Than 
Teachers in Communities of Under 5,000 Population as the 
Number of Judgments to be Made Yearly of Teachers Not on Tenure 
! 
Number of Times Judgments 
Degree of Accept~bility 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
Not on Tenure Index Rank Index ' Rank Index 
(ll (2) (5) (4) (5) (6) 
.. 
Zero •••••••.•••••••••••••••••••• 0 10 0 9 11 
One •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 5 6 5 5 8 
Two ••••••••••••••••••• •· •••• •·•· •• 5 7 
-
8 4 5 
Three •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 14 2 20 2 18 
Four••••••••••••••••••••···~··• 8 4 5 6 8 
Fi "Ve •••••••••••• ••••••••••••••• 11 5 17 5 11 
Six•••••••••••·•••••••••••••••• 8 5 5 7 5 
Seven•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 5 8 0 10 0 
Eight •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 5 9 5 8 0 
Nine or over••••••••••••••••••• 54 1 51 1 20 
. . 
...... 
. .
. , 
other than teachers in communities of umer s, 000 popul.q.tion as too 
I 
number of judgments of a teacher 1 s effectiveness to be ~ ,early as 
a basis for decisions concerning retention, promotion, and salary. 
l(7)_ 
5 
5 
7 
1 
6 
4 
8 
9 
10 
2 
Table 149 shows the degree of acceptability by lay people in 
communities of under 5,000 population as tm number of \ judgments to be 
made in the course of a school year of teachers not on tenure. The 
I 
highest frequency was for judgment to be made "Nine or more" times 
I 
during the course of a school year for retention and promotion a.OO "One" 
Table 149. Degree of Acceptability by 52 Lay People in Conmunities of 
Under 5, 000 Population as the Number of Judgments to be 
Made Yearly of Teachers Not on Tentre 
Number of Times Judgments Degree of Acceptability 
Should be Made of Teachers 
Not on Tenure Retent1.on Promoti~n Salary 
.Lndex Rank IDie:x Rank _.l.Irlex Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 1(5) (6) (7} 
Zero••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 8 0 \ 9 6 6 
On.e •••.••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 7 21 2 51 1 
TwO •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 21 2 12 14 9 5 
Three ••••••••••••.••••••••••••• 9 5 12 5 12 5 
Four••••••••••••··••••••••••••• 15 5 5 6 5 7 
i 
Five ••••••••••••••••••.•••••••• 15 4 18 5 12 4 
Six •••.••••••.• • ·• •••••••••••.•• 6 6 5 17 s 8 
Seven•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 9 0 10 0 10 
Eight•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 10 5 8 5 9 
Nine or over ••••••••••••••••••• 28 1 25 \1 18 2 
judgment to be made for salary purposes. Consi.deration 1 of Tables 147, 
148, and 149 would lead to the conclusion that teachers, staff members 
other than teacmrs, and lay people in communities of Uirler 5,000 
I. 
population were more concerned that a large number of judgments of a 
I 
teacher's effectiveness be made for retention and promotion than for salar,y. 
Table 150 and Tables l5l and 152 which follow it ~how tba number 
of times judgments should be made of the effectiveness ! of teachers on 
tenure. The teachers in communities of under 5,000 rej;lorted in Table 
150 have ranked nzero" first as the number 0f times judgments should 
Table 150. Degree of Acceptability by 61 Teachers in Communities of 
Under 5,000 Population as the Number of Judgmentsto be 
Made Yearly of Teachers on Tenure 1 
Dagree of Acceptability 
Number of Times Judgments ' 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
on Tenure i 
220 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
I 
(ll __(_2) ~(3) (4) (5) _(6) (7) 
Zero •••••••••••••••••••••••• 62 l l 18 13 3 
One ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 5 ll 4 l8 2 
'I'wo .• • • • • •. • • •• • • • • • • •. • • • • • • l8 2 26 ,1 26 1 
Three ••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 6 21 2 13 4 
Four •••••.••••••••••.••••••• 4 3 l8 '5 ll 5 
Five•••••••••••••••••••••••• 4 4 4 16 6 6 
Six••••••••••••••••••••····• l 7 4 17 4 8 
Seven •••••....••.••...••...• 0 9 0 10 0 9 
Eight ••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 10 l 9 0 10 
Nine or over •••••••••••••••• 1 8 9 5 6 7 
I 
I 
be made for retention. This index was more than three times that for 
the second-ranking item. For promotion and salary pur.P?ses first 
choice was for "Two" judgments to be made of teachers on tenure. . The 
indices of acceptability vary greatly in each of the categories. 
The staff members other than teacbars in communities of under 
I 
5, 000 population showed in Table 151 agreement on the rank order of 
the indices of only one item in the three categories. 
as the number of judgments to be made yearly .for ...... .,.._D1.,.,--, 
on tenure TJas "Zero" assigned by 62 per cent of the 
Table 151. Degree of Acceptability by 55 Staff MeJ!D.l>Eir$ 
Teachers in Communities of Uridei 5,000 
Number of Judgments to be Made early of 
For retention and salary tbe first choice was •Two• jlld~nts. The 
I 
indices of acceptability for promotion run salary were sPread more 
i 
consistently than were those for retention. ! 
• I 
Table 152 shows the degree of acceptability by lay !people in 
I 
communities qf under 5,000 as the number of times jud~nts of 
effectiveness should be made in the course of a school iear of teachers 
i 
221 
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on tenure. For purp::>ses of retention 76 per cent of the possible index 
I 
points ·vm.s assigned to either 11 Zero 11 , 11 0ne11 , or "Two" . , For promotion 
I . 
and salary purposes the first choice of the ley people ,was for none" 
I 
i 
Table 152. Degree of Acceptability by 32 Lay People in Conmunities 
of Under 5, 000 Population as the Number of Judgments to 
be Made Yearly of Teachers on Tenure 
Degree of Acceptability 
Number of Times Judgments 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Pranoti9n Salary 
on Tenure 
Index Rank Index ~~nk Index Rank 
(1)_ (2) (3) (4) (5J _(6) (7 ) 
I 
Zero ••••••••••••••••••• 43 1 0 ~ 25 2 
One ••••••• ••••••••••••• 18 2 28 1 34 1 
Two •••••••••••••••••••• 15 3 12 [3 9 3 
Three •• •.••..••••.••••• 9 4 12 4 9 4 
Foll!' • •••••••••••••....• 6 5 12 .5 9 5 
Five ..•.•.. ....••.•.... 0 7 9 6 3 7 
Six •••••••••••••••••••• 0 8 0 8 0 8 
I 
Seven • •.•••.•....•..••• 0 I 9 0 9 0 9 Eight ••• •.•••.... ..•• •. 0 10 0 10 0 10 
Nine or over ••••••••••• 6 6 25 2 9 6 I i 
i 
judgment to be made . There is agreement on the rank order of six of 
the items by the lay people. Consideration of the tab l es showing 
degree of acceptability by the respondents in communi ti~s of urrler 
5 ,oOo population leads to the conclusion that more judgrri.e nts should be 
I 
made of teachers not on tenure than of teachers on tenure . 
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I 
2. Degree of Acceptability by the Respondenys in 
Communities of 5,000 to 10,000 Population 
Number ani tyPes of participants.- The results to be presented in 
the second section of Chapter VII are those for the three groups respond-
ing to the inquiry form from conmunities of 5,000 to lQ,OOO population, 
consisting of 169 Teachers, 68 Staff Members Other Than Teachers, and 
48 Lay People. The results obtained for each question in the inquiry 
i 
forms will be presented as received from each of these ,types of respon:l.-
ents. The degree of acceptability will be shown in tatiles containing the 
I 
nTotal ideighted Score", the 11 Index of Acceptabili ty11 , and the 11 Rank 11 • 
! 
Degree of acceptability of g:rsonal characteristic.s proposed for 
evaluation.-- The first qu estion in the inquiry form requested the 
I 
respondents to evaluate on the scale certain personal characteristics 
for use in determining a teacher's effectiveness. 
Table 153 expresses the reactions of the 169 teachers in communities 
I 
of 5,000 to 10,000 population to these personal characteristics proposed 
I 
for evaluation . The major portion of the teachers responding assigned 
to each of the personal characteristics scale values from 3, 11 Some", 
I 
I 
through 5, "Great". "Emotional stability" and "Attitude t01;ard work " 
received the largest total weighted scores. Ranking in 1 third and fourth 
places, with indices of 89 and 88, were 11Dependability 11 1 and 11 Cooperation 11 • 
I 
"Sense of humor 11 and "Appearance" were the least acceptable measures of 
a teacher's effectiveness. 
' i 
There was a range of 17 points in the index figures of the degree of 
acceptability. 
Table 155. Degree of Acceptability of Personal Characteristics for 
Evaluation by 169 Teachers in Communities of 5,000 to 
10,000 Population 
Total Indlx of 
Personal Characteristics Weighted Accept a- I Rank 
Score bility I 
(l) (2) (5) I (4) 
Habits of work••••••••••••••• 705 85 6 
Physical well-being •••••••••• 688 81 I 8 
Emotional stabilitY•••••••••• 780 92 l 
Appearance••••••••••••••••••• 656 75 I ll 
Attitude toward work ••••••••• 778 92 I 2 
Breadth of interest and 
talents•••••••••••••••••••••• 669 79 I 9 
Dependability •••••••••••••••• 756 89 5 
Cooperation•••••••••••••••••• 747 88 4 
Sense of Proportion •••••••••• 692 81 I 7 I 
Sense of humor ••••••••••••••• 665 78 10 
Adaptability ••••••••••••••••• 750 86 I 5 
;.!24 
Table 154 shows the staff members other than teachers in comnllllities 
I 
of s, 000 to 10,000 population to differ .f'fom the teachers in the degree 
of acceptability of the personal characteristics proposFd for evaluation. 
The two groups agreed upon •Emotional stabilitY" as being the first-
ranking characteristic. "DePendabilitY" and "Cooperatiohn received the 
second and third highest indices of acceptability. As "f-th the 
I 
teacb!rs, the lowest indices were assigned to •Sense of humorn and 
I 
"Appearance" to indicate them to be of least acceptability in determining 
a teacher's effectiveness. 
Table 154 shows the degree of acceptability of the personal 
I 
Table 154. Degree of Acceptability of Personal Characteristics 
Proposed for Evaluation by 48 Lay People in l Communities 
of 51 000 to 10,000 Population 
' 
Total Index of 
Personal Characteristics Weighted Accepta- Rank 
Sccre bility I 
-
(1) (2) (3) I (4) 
! 
Habits of work•••••••••••••• 281 82 7 
Physical well-being ••••••••• 275 80 : 8 
Emotional stability ••••••••• 320 94 I 1 
Appearance•••••••••••••••••• 254 74 11 
Attitude toward work •••••••• 292 85 4 
I 
Breadth of intere s1B and 
talents. ••·••••••• •• ••••••••• 257 75 
I 
9 
Dependability ••••••••••••••• 315 92 2 
Cooperation ••••••••••••••••• 310 91 s 
Sense of proportion ••••••••• 282 82 6 
Sense of humor ••••••••••••••• 255 75 I 10 
Adaptability •••••••••••••••• 284 83 5 
I 
I 
characteristics proposed for evaluation by the lay people in conmunitie s 
of s,ooo to 10,000 population. The bulk of the reactions were in the 
three highest scale values with no weighting of less than three being 
! 
assigned to "Emotional stabilitytt' "DependabilitY"' or nCooperation,tt 
. ~ " ' 
Table l55 shows the degree of acceptability of the !:r:srsonal 
characteristics proposed for evaluation by the lay people in 
I 
Table 155. Degree of Acceptability of Personal Charact~ristics 
Proposed for Evaluation by 48 Lay People in Conununities 
of 5,000 to 10,000 Population 
Total Index of ! 
Personal Characteristics Weighted Accepta- Rank 
Score bility 
i 
(l) (2) (3) {42 
I 
I 
Habits of work •••••••••••••• 190 79 7 
Physical well-being ••••••••• 182 75 8 
Emotional stability ••••••••• 225 93 I 1 
Appearance•••••••••••••••••• 172 71 10 
Attitude toward work •••••••• 217 90 2 
Breadth of interests and 
talents••••••••••••••••••••• 181 75 9 
Dependability ••••••••••••••• 214 89 5 
Cooperation••••••••••••••••• 212 88 4 
Sense of proportion ••••••••• 200 83 6 
Sense of humor •••••••••••••• 169 70 11 
Adaptability ••••••••••••••• : •• 20~ 85 5 
-
communities of 5,000 to 10,000 population. The bulk ofl the reactions 
were in the three highest scale values 'With no weighti~ of less than 
three being assigned to "llmotional stability", "DependabilitY", or 
"Cooperation". Seventy-five per cent of the respondents assigned tm 
:ma.ximwn score to the item of "Emotional stabilitY". 
Acceptability of further measures of a teacmr' s effectiveness.-
The judging a teacher's effectiveness, bow much weight ~uld you give to 
each of the following?" was the second question. 
I The degree of acceptability of these measures is eho1m. in Table 156 
226 
Table 156. Degree of Acceptability of :MeaS'Dt"es of a 
Effectiveness by 169 Teachers in Communi 
to 10,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Measures of Effectiveness Weighted Accepta-
Score bility 
(1) (2) (5) 
Class progress, objectively 
measured••••••••••••••••••••• 524 62 
Use of new methods••••••••••• 595 70 
Providing for individual 
differences•••••••••••••·•••• 744 88 
General instructional skill •• 757 89 
Control of physical 
conditii:nlS••••••••••••••••••• 647 76 
Economy of supplies and 
propertY••••••••••••••••••••• 522 61 
Clerical efficiency •••••••••• 497 58 
Discipline .................... 777 91 
Sharing school responsibility 704 85 
Cont~buting to •esprit de 
corps" ... . .................... 687 81 
Extra-curricular actiVities •• 561 66 
Contributing to community 
progress••••••••·•••••••••·•• 592 70 
Activity in professional 
groups••••••••••••••••••••••• 576 68 
Enriching community life ••••• 577 68 
Sensitivity to public 
reaction •••••••.•.••••••.••••••• 607 71 
Cooperation w:i th laymen··. in 
school planning •• .•••••••••• •• 575 68 
Leadership of children in 
non-school activities •••••••• 492 58 
227 . 
Seventy 
Rank 
I (4) I 
14 
8 
5 
2 
6 
l5 
16 
1 
4 
5 
15 
9 
11 
10 
7 
12 
17 
. 
per cent of the teachers assigned the highest weight t~ "Discipline" 
and 60 per cent assigned the highest score to "General instructional 
I 
skill". 
1 The pattern of 1esponse :tor the staff JD!mbers other than teachers 
in Table 157 differs considerably from that reported far teachers. 
I 
Table 157. Degree of Acceptability of Measures of a Teacher 1 s 
Effectiveness by 68 Staff :Members Ot~r Than Teachers 
in Communities of 5,000 to 10,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Measures of Effectiveness Weighted A.ccepta- l Rank 
Score bility i 
(1) (2) (3) I _(_4) 
Class progress, objectively 
measured •• .•••••.•••••••• ••••• 265 77 I 6 
Use of new methods •••••••••• 249 73 7 
Providing for individual 
I differences••••••••••••••••• 5ll 91 I 2 
' General instructional skill. 302 88 3 
Control of physical 
conditions•••••••••••••••••• 216 63 I 13 
Economy of supplies and 
property ••••••••••••••••• •••· 205 59 i 15 Clerical efficiency ••••••••• 191 56 17 
Discipline •••••••••••••••••• 317 93 1 
Sharing school responsibility 286 84 ! 5 
Contributing to "esprit de 
corps"•••••••••••••••••••••• 288 85 4 
I 
Extra-curricular actiYities. 220 84 I 12 
Contributing to community 
progress•••••••••••••••••••• 213 62 I l4 Activity in professional 
groups •••••••••••••••••••••• 223 65 11 
Enriching community life •••• 224 65 I 10 Sensitivity to public ' 
reaction •••••••••••••••••••• 234 68 8 
Cooperation with laymen in I 
school planning ••••••••••••• 233 68 9 
Leadership of children in 
I non-school activities ••••••• 194 57 16 I 
2 28~ 
Table 158 reports the reactions of the lay people in communities 
I 
of 5, 000 to 10,000 population to these same measures of a teacher 1 a 
effectiveness. The highest possible score was assigned to "Discipline" 
I 
~29 
by 70 per cent of the la:;r respondents. 11General instructional skill" was 
ranked second, and "Class progress, objectively measur$dn was third. 
Table 158. Degree of Acceptability of l4ea.S'Ill'es of a T~acher 1 s 
Effectiveness by 48 Lay People in Communities of 51 000 
to 10,000 Population 1 
I 
Total Index I 
Keasures of Effectiveness Weighted of Accepta- Rank 
Score bilit:;r 
I 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
r 
Class progress, objectively I 
measured ••••••••••••••••••••• 205 84 5 
Use of new methods ••••••••••• 172 7l 7 
Providing for individual I 
differences •••••••••••••••••• 202 84 4 
General iDstructioDal skill •• ,21.2 88 2 
Control of physical I 
condi tiona. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • · 140 58 15 
I 
Economy of supplies and I 
propertY••••••••••••••••••••• 117 48 17 
Clerical efficiency •••••••••• 130 54 16 
Discipline ••••••••••••••••••• 219 91 I 1 Sharing school responsibility 191 79 6 
Contributing to "esprit de 
corps" ••••••••• •••·• •••••••••• 198 82 I 5 
Extra-curricular activities •• 158 65 12 
Contributing to community I 
progress••••••••••••••••••••• 170 70 8 
Activity in professional 
I 
groups •••••••• •• ••••• , •••••••• 151 62 14 
Enriching community lite ••••• 167 69 10 
Sensitivity to public 
reaction ••••••••••••••••••••• 168 70 
I 
9 
Cooperation with laymen in 
school .planning •••••••••••••• 165 68 
I 
11 
Leadership of children in 
non-school activities •••••••• 157 65 13 
I 
' 
Table 159 shows the reactions of .·t-eachers in conmunities of 5,000 
to 10,000 populs.tion. The total weighted scores for all items were 
much lower than those obtained in response to the fh-st two questions. 
•AmoWlt of pupil progress as measured by standardized testa" was 
weighted most highly. Pupil judgment by the "Intire class" was ranked 
Table 159. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Determiners of a 
Teacher's Effectiveness by 169 Teachers in Communities 
of 5,000 to 10,000 Population 
Total Imex of 
Determiners of Effectiveness ra-eighted Accepta- Rank 
Score bility 
(l) (2) (5) (4) 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
measured by standardized 
tests •••••••••••••••••••••• 59 69 l 
2. Pupil judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
Top ten pupils in class •• 445 52 5 
Entire class ••••••••••••• 555 65 2 
wwest ten pupils in 
class •• •·• •••••••••••••••• 556 42 6 
5. Teacher judgment on a pre-
determined scales used by 
Teachers in the building. 465 54 5 
Teachers not in the 
building ••••••••••••••••• 555 41 7 
Committee composed of 
both groups •••••••••••••• 447 52 4 
in second place w.ith an index of 65. Judgment by "Teachers not in the 
building" was least acceptable. 
The responses for the stai'f members other than teachers in 
communities of 5,000 to 10,000 population were summari~ed in Table 160 
and reveal a somewhat lower degree of acceptability. Judgment by · 
"Teachers in the building" ranked second in acceptability. Judgment by 
I 
231 
"Teachers not in the l::uilding" was not considered. of "Great" acceptability 
I 
by any of the staff members responding. "Amount of pupil progress as 
! 
Table 160. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Detedo.ners of 
Effectiveness by 68 Staff Members Other Tlu!-n Teachers 
in Communities of 5,000 to 10,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Determiners of Effectiveness Weighted Accepta7 Rank 
Score bility 
{ll {2) (5) (4) 
1. Amount of pupil progress as I 
measured by standardized tests 255 69 1 
2. Pupil judgment on a predeter- I 
mined scale used by 
Top ten pupils in class ••••• 170 50 I 5 
Entire class .•••••••••••••••• 196 57 5 
Lowest ten pupils in class •• 152 58 I 7 
5. Teacher judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by I 
Teachers in the building •••• 19'7 5'7 2 
I 
Teachers not in the 
building •••••••••••••••••••• 150 44 I 6 
Committee composed of both 
groupa ................... • ••••• 194 56 I 4 
r 
measured by standardized tests" was considered to have tb! highest 
I 
degree of acceptability. Judgment by the •Lowest ten pupils in tl:e 
class" was least acceptable as a determiner of a teacher's effectiveness. 
The reactions of the lay people in the communitie
1
S of s,ooo to 
10,000 population show in Table 161 a greater spread of ! acceptability 
than was found in the responses of either the teachers 6r the staff 
members to this group of items. The lowest index of acceptability was 
31, obtai red by "Lowest ten pupils 11 in the class, the lowest index 
I 
Table 161. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Determiners of 
Effectiveness by 48 Lay People in Co.rrununities of 
5,000 to 10,000 Population 1 
I 
Total Index of 
Determiners of Effectiveness Weighted Aycept-
Score ability 
(l) (2) (3) 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
' 
' 
measured by standardized 
· tests • •• •• • ••••••••••••• • ••••• 180 75 
2 . Pupil judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
I 
Top ten pupils in class • • • • • 122 . 50 
~ntine class .. •••••••••.•••• 172 71 
Lowest ten pupils in class •• 76 i 31 
3. Teacher judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by i 
Teachers in the building •••• 138 57 
Teachers not in the building 102 ! 42 
Committee composed of both 
groups •• • • •.•• • •••. •.• • . • .• • • 140 ! 58 
Rank 
_(4) 
1 
5 
2 
7 
4 
6 
3 
number f:>r ·teachers or staff members. The three groups bf respondents, 
teacrers, staff members other than teachers, ani lay pe,ople, in com-
munities of 5,000 to 10,000 population agree on the acc,eptability of 
"Amount of pupil progress as measured by staniardized t 1ests
11 as a 
determiner of effectiveness . 
Acceptability of evaluation items suggested for plicement in a 
personnel record folder.- Question IV submitted to the respondents a 
I 
I 
group of seven items suggested for placement in a personnel record 
folder for use in m.aldng a judgment of a teac~r' s effectiveness. 
I 
Table 162 reports the reactions of the 169 teachers in the 
Table 162. ·negree of Acceptability of Items SUggested fbr Placement 
in a Personnel Record Folder by 169 Teachers in Communitje s 
of 5,000 to 10,000 Population 
I 
Total Index ot 
Items Suggested for Personnel Weighted Accepta- Rank 
Record Folder Sccre bility 
I 
I 
(l) (2) (5) (4) 
1. Reports of supervisory obser-
I 
vations • ••••••••••••••.••••••.• 620 75 I 1 I 
2. Records of further study ••• •·•• 574 67 5 
5. Records of committee work ••••• 502 59 5 
4. Reports on extra-cUITicular 
I activities •••••••••••••••••••• 476 56 I 6 
s. Standard test records of 
classes taught •••••••.••••••••• 545 64 4 
s. Reports of community activities I I 
undertaken by the teacher ••••• 464 54 7 
7. Reports of special methods or 
materials developed ••••••••••• 607 71 2 
I 
coDDnunities of s,ooo to 10,000 population. The i'reque~cies of the 
weights assigned resulted in indices of aeceptabili ty ranging from 
75 down to 54. The teachers in these communities gave the greatest 
I 
weights to "Reports of supervisory observations" and "Reports of 
special methods or materials developed"• 
Table 165 reports the re~ctions of the staff members otl::er than 
teachers in the communities of 5,000 to 10,000 population. The 
weights assigned varied from those assigned by the teachers in Table 161. 
I 
Table 165. Degree of Acceptability of Items SUggested ,for Placement 
in a Personnel Record Folder by 68 Staff Members other 
Than Teachers in Communities of 5,000 to 10,000 Population 
I 
Total Index 'of 
Items Suggested for Personnel Weighted Accepta- Rank 
Record Folder Score bility 
(1) (2) (5) I (4) 
I 
1. Reports of supervisory obser- I 
vations •••••••••••••••••••.•••• 272 80 1 1 
2. Records of further study ••••••• 272 65 4 
5. Records of committee work •• •••• 215 65 
I 
5 
4. Reports on extra-curricular 
activities••••••••••••••••••••• 198 58 6 
5. Standard test records of I 
classes taught••••••••••••••••• 129 67 3 
I 
6. Reports of community activities 
undertaken by the teacher •••••• 196 57 I 7 
7. Reports of special methods or I 
materials developed •••••••••••• 259 76 ; 2 
I 
The rank order far staff members other than teachers differed from 
' 
that for teachers in only two items. The range for tre indices of 
I 
acceptability was 25 points. 
I 
The degree of acceptability to the 48 lay people in the communities 
of 5,000 to 10,000 population are reported in Table 164. Exam::lnation 
reveals that "Reports of supervisory observations" was again the most 
i 
Table 164. Degree of Acceptability of Items Suggested for P.lacement 
in a Personnel Record Folder by 48 Lay People in 
Communities of s,ooo to 10,000 Population 
lrotal Index f(Jf 
Items SUggested far Personnel ~eighted .lccepta- Rank 
Record Folder ~core bilityl 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
I 
1. Reports of supervisory obser-
vations •••••••••••••••••••••• 182 75 I 1 
2. Records of further study ••••• 175 72 I 5 
5. Records of committee work •••• 152 55 6 
4. Reports on extra~currivular I 
activities ••••••.••••••••••••• 14l 58 I 5 
s. Standard test records of classes 
taught ••• ••• •• •·•• •••••••••••• 181 75 I 2 
I 
6. Reports of community acti-
vities undertaken by the I 
teacher •••••••••••••••••••••• 151 54 7 
.rz. Reports of special ue thods or I 
materials developed •••••••••• 166 69 i 4 
I 
acceptable. "Standard test records of classes taught ranked a close 
second only one point in total weighted score lower than the one 
ranked first. There was a range in the indices of acceptability for 
the items of 21 points. It would seem tmt supervisor,:- processes 
and reports should receive consideration as an acceptable ·part of a 
progra.•·n f or evaluation according to the results obtaine1d from teachers, 
staff members, and lay people. 
• I The 11Most 11 acceptable and 11Least 11 acceptable JUdges of teacMng .--
In Qu estion V the respondents were asked to mdicate t~e person most 
preferred and least preferred as a judge of teaching. 
I 
The preferences of the teachers in communities of 5,000 to 10,000 
population are presented in Table 165. The 11Supervisir1;g principal" was 
Table 165. Degree of Acceptability as Judge of Teaching According 
to 169 Teachers in Communities of 5,000 to 10,000 
Population I 
Iridex of Person Preferred 
to Judge Teaching 
Total 
Weighted 
Score 
Accept- Rank 
( l) 
Superintendent •••••••••••••••••• 
Supervisors ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Supervising principal ••••••••••• 
Teaching principal •••••••••••••• 
Teacher concerned ••••••••••••••• 
Fellow teachers ••••••••••••••••• 
Pupils •••••••••••••••••••••••.•• 
Parents •••. ...•.••...•.•...••••• 
Other lay persons ••••••••••••••• 
Educational exp3rts from 
outside the local system •••••••• 
(2) 
39 
10 
52 
23 
2 
4 
11 
28 
60 
25 
most preferred by nearly one third of the teachers 
ability 
I 
tT3T (4) 
1 23 2 
I 5 4 
130 l 
13 3 
I l 5 
0 6 
I 0 7 
0 9 
0 10 
I 
! 
0 8 
I 
responding. Table 
165 shows a wide variance in the degree of acceptability of the persons 
proposed as judges . The indices for most of the judges were low. 
I 
The total weighted scores in Question V wer~ obt~ned tby subtracting 
I 
the frequencies for 11 Least 11 fran those for 11Most 11 • The minus 
~36 
scores resulting for some items were considered as having a zero index 
of acceptability. 
Sta.:f'f members other than teachers reported in Table 166 for 
Table 166. Degree of Acceptability as a Juige of Teaming .A.ccording 
to 68 Staff llembers other Than Teachers in Communities 
of s,ooo to 10,000 Population 
Total. rma: ot 
Person Preferred Weighted .Accepta- Rank 
to Judge Teaching Score I bility ' 
{l.J (ZJ {~J i 
i 
Superintendent •••••••••••••• 22 32 
Supervisors~; ~··•••••••••••• 9 13 
Supervising principal ••••••• 27 39 ! 
Teaching principal•••••••••• 3 4 
Teacher concerned ••••••••••• 5 0 
I 
Fellow teachers ••••••••••••• 2 0 
Pupils•••••••••••••••••••••• 6 0 
Parents ••••••••••••••••••••• 14 0 I 
other lay persons ••••••••••• 26 0 
Educational experts from 
outside the local system •••• 8 0 ! 
' 
communities of 5,000 to 10,000 population show no choice of the 
I 
(4) 
2 
3 
1 
4 
6 
7 
5 
10 
9 
8 
"Teacher concermdn, "Pupils", •Parents", 8.l'¥i •other lay perS>ns" as 
the most preferred judge of teaching. The "Supervising ~principal" was 
nine times that for "Teaching prinCipal" which was ranted fourth. 
I 
"Superintendent" and "Supervisors n were agai n ranked second and third. 
The degree of acceptability for lay people in communities or 
s,ooo to 10,000 population is shown in Table 167. There was no mention 
I 
2 !l8 ~ 
by the lay people of "Teacher concerned", "Parents", "other lay persons", 
Table 167. Degree of Acceptability as a Jmge of Teaching b;r 48 Lay 
People in Communities of 5,000 to 10,000 Population 
I 
Total Index of 
Person Preferred Weighted Accepta· - Rank 
to Judge Teaching Soore bility 
I 
11..1 (2) (5) (4) 
Superintendent ••••••••••••• 17 55 2 
Supervisors. • ·• ••••••••••••• 5 6 5 
Supervising principal •••••• 19 59 1 
Teaching prinCipal ••••••••• 2 4 2 
Teacher concerned •••••••••• 8 0 9 
Fellow teachers ••••••••••••• 2 0 5 
Pu.pils •• • .•••••.•••••••••.••• 5 0 6 
Parents ••••.••.••••••••••••• 7 0 I 8 
other lay persons ••••••••••• 15 b 10 
Educational experts from i 
outside the local system •••• 6 0 7 
I 
I 
am "Educational experts from outside the local fVStem" as tl'B most 
preferred judge of teaching. The "Superintendent" was mentioned as 
most preferred by one third of the respoments, ani •other lay persons" 
I 
lfas mentioned as least preferred by nearly one third of the lay people. 
I 
Most acceptable combinations of persons to ju:ige teacher effective-
nea&t..-. Question VI asked, "What combination ()f the following persons 
would insure the f'airest j-gdgment of a teacher• s ef'fectiveness?tt 
The acceptability of the combinations by the teachers, staff 
members other than teachers, and lay people in the communities of s,ooo 
to 10,000 population is reported in Table 168. 
Table 168, Degree of Acceptability by Respondents in Conununities of 
5,000 to 10,000 Population as the Combination of Persons 
•,) •.) 9· 
,.. t) . 
to Insure the Fairest Judgment of a Teacher's Effectiveness 
Degree of AcceptFbility 
Combinations 
Staff Lay 
Teachers Members People 
i 
( 1) (2) (3) (4) 
1. Administrative, supervisor,y, I I 
and teaching per s onnel •• • ••• 29 32 22 
2. Administrative and super-
visory per sonnel and educ~- ! 
tional experts from outside 
the local system •• ••• • • •• • •• 32 36 I 39 
3 . Administrative , supervisory,- I 
and teaching personnel and 
educational experts fram 
I 
outside the local system • • •• 10 11 I 12 
' L~ • Teaching personnel and 
educational experts fran 
outside the local system •••• 1 0 : 2 
Acceptability as the person who should make decisions a s to reten-
tion, promotion, or salary. - "After infonnation on the teacher's 
effectiveness has been gathered from various scurces, 
1
who should make 
decisions as to retention, promotion, or salary as a result of a study 
of this information? 11 
The answers to Question VII are summarized in Table 169 for 
I 
I 
teachers in corrvnunities of 5,000 to 10,000 population. The 'superin-
I 
tendent" was mentioned most frequently .as the person vtho should make 
these decisions. The "Supervising principal" and the I "Supervisor" 
I 
ranked next to the "Superintendent" as the IX9rson to make decisions 
as to retention and promotion. The item ranked second in salar,y 
Table 169. Degree of Acceptability by 169 Teachers in Communities 
of 5,000 to 10,000 Population as the Person Who Should 
Make Decisions as to Retention, Promotion, or Salar,y 
Degree of Acceptability 
Person to Make Decision 
Retention Promotion Salary 
Index Rank Index R8.nk Index Rank 
(1) (2) (5) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Superintendent •••••••••••••• 71 1 69 1 78 
Assistants to the 
superintendent •••••••••.•••• 15 6 15 5 10 
Supervisors••••••••••••••••• 29 3 25 5 ' 11 
Supervising principal ••••••• 47 2 41 2 23 
Teaching principal •••••••• •·• 18 5 l2 6: 8 
Teacher committee ••••••••••• 7 7 8 7: 14 
Committee of any of the 
4 ' above •••••••••••••••••••••.• 21 4 24 28 
I 
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decisions was the committee made up of a number of the :t:ersons mentioned. 
Table 170 shows the "Superintendent" to be most acceptable to staff 
members other than teachers in communities of s,ooo to 10,000 population 
as the person who should make decisions as to retention1, promotion, 
and salary. The nSu~rvising principal received the second highest 
I 
frequency of mention as the person who should make decisions in each 
I 
of the three areas. The committee made up of persons :m.entioned was 
ranked third in acceptability for purposes of retention and salary. 
Table 170. Degree of Acceptability by 68 Staff Members ' Otter Than 
Teachers in Communities of 5,000 to 10,000 Population as 
the person to Make Decisions as to retention, Promotion, 
or Salary 
Degree of Acceptability 
Person to Make Decision 
Retention Promotion Salary 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(l) (2) (5) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Superintendent •••••••••••••• 13 1 23 1 80 1 
Assistants to the I 
superintendent•••••••••••••• 11 5 14 5 10 6 
Supervisors ••••••••••••••••• 20 4 27 3 11 5 
I 
Supervising principal ••••• ~. 42 2 44 2 25 2 
Teaching principal •••••••••• 10 6 7 7 0 7 
Teacher committee •• .-•••••••• 8 7 8 6 14 4 
Committee of any of the 
above••••••••••••••••••••••• 23 5 25 4 22 5 
! 
Table 170 shows an index of acceptability of zero for the "Teaching 
principal" to make decisions as to salary. 
The reactions of tm lay people in communities of 5,000 to 10,000 
population to Question VIII are reported in Table 171. In each of 
the categories, the "Superintendent" was mentioned by more than 80 
per cent of this group of 48 lay people. In each category the items 
I 
I 
mentioned least frequently were mentioned by not more than six per cent 
of those possible. The lay respondents in the communities of 5,000 
24~ 
to 10,000 population agreed with the teachers ani staff ' members otl"er 
than teachers that making decisions as to retention, promotion, and 
Table 171. Degree of Acceptability by 48 Lay Peo~le in, Communities 
of s,ooo to 10,000 Population as the erson to Make 
Decisions as to Retention, PromotioD, or Salary 
Degree of Acceptability 
' 
Person to Make Decision Retention Promotion Salary 
Index Rank Index Rank Index 
(1) (2) (5) (4) (5) (6) 
SUperintendent ••••••••••••••• 81 1 85 l 85 
Assistants to the 
superintendent ••••••••••••••• 10 6 12 ,6 6 
SUpervisors •••••••••••••••••.• 22 5 20 5 8 
Supervising principal •••••••• 57 2 41 2 22 
Teaching principal ••••••••••• l4 5 16 '4 10 
Teacher committee •••••••••••• 4 7 6 7 4 
Committee o£ any of the 
above •••••••••••• •• •.••••••••• 16 4 14 5 16 
Rank 
(7) 
l 
6 
5 
2 
4 
7 
5 
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sal.ary was an administrative and supervisory function. , The "Superintendent" 
was the item in Question VII maintaining consistently the highest degree 
of acceptability. 
Time available for determining a teacher 1 s effectiveness.- In 
Question VIII the respondents were asked, "How much tl.n:e does each of 
the following have to judge a teacber 1 a effectiveness ~n your school"l" 
Table 172 shows the summary of the responses to this question by 
the teachers in the communities of 5,000 to 10,000 po~ation. The 
per cents appearing in column 5 of Table l7J are not truly indices 
of acceptability. They represent the number of points scored out 
Table 172. Amount of Time Available for Judging a Teacher's 
Effectiveness According "00 169 Teachers in Conmunities 
of s,ooo to 10,000 Population 
Total 
Person to Judge Weighted Per Cent Rank 
' Score 
(11 (2) (5) (4) 
Superintendent •••••••••••••••• 589 46 I 4 
Supervising principal ••••••••• 592 70 2 
Supervisors ••••••••••••••••••• 422 49 5 
' Teaching principal •••••••••••• 298 55 6 
Fellow teachers ••••••••••••••• 285 55 7 
I 
Pupils •••••••••••••.•••••••••• 641 75 l 
Ps.rents •••••••• •.••.•••......•• 554 41 5 
other lay persons ••••••••••••• 245 28 8 
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of a possible 100 to indicate the amount of time available. In Table l ?J 
the •Pupils" ranked first in the amount of time available to judge 
teaching. In second place with a percentage score of 70 was the 
nsupervising principal". nother lay per eons" were considered to l:a ve 
I 
the least time to judge teaching. 
The reactions of staff members other than teacrers reported in 
·Tabl.e 175 indicated the "Supervi.sing principal" to have the most time 
and "other lay persons" to have the least time available in which to 
make a judgment of a teacher• s effectiveness. The teachers and staff 
members cons idered the "Parents" to have more opportunity for judging 
than "Fellow teachersn . The supervising principal would seem to be 
Table 173. Amount of Time Available to Judge Teaching Accor ding to 
68 Staff Members Other Than 'reachers in Communities of 
5,000 to 10,000 Population 
Tot al 
Person to Judge Weighted Per Cent Rank 
Score 
(1) (2) i3) (4) 
Supe rintendent •••••••••••• •• •• • • • •• 166 '48 4 
Supervising principal . • • • • •••••.••• 267 79 1 
Su _r:e,rvisors • •• • •••••• •• • • ••••• •• • • . 204 160 3 
Teaching principal ...... . .. . . . ... •. ll8 34 5 
Fellnvf t eachers . . .. .... ~ . .• .. •... • • ll2 32 7 
Pupils •...........•. . .•.. . •. . ... . . . 251 73 2 
Paren-ts • .•...•.•.•..••.••....••.. . • 114 33 6 
Other 1 ey pe rsons •••••••••• • ••••••• 89 26 8 
I 
the person on the facul ty having the most ti.rne to be ~n a position to 
judge a teacher 's effecti veness . 
Minimum anount of time t o judge the quality of teaching .- "Encircle 
the number of the one of the following which repr esents the minimum 
amount of time necessary to, judge the quality of t eaching 11 , was asked 
in ':luestion IX. 
Table 174 reports the degree of a cceptability by teachers in com-
, 
munities of 5,000 to 10,000 population of items as betng the minimum 
amount of time necessary to judge the q uality of tea ching. The reader 
should note that the 169 responses were spr ead over five 
items and that the sum of the indices of acceptability would be 100. 
Table 174. Degree of Acceptability by 169 Teachers in Communities 
of s,ooo to 10,000 Population as the W.nim.um Amount of 
Time Necessary to Judge Teaching 
Total Index of 
Amount of Time Weighted Accepta- , Rank 
Score bility 
' 
(l) (2) (5) (4) 
Less than Class period •••••••••• 4 2 
I 
5 
Full class period ••••••••••••••• 10 5 4 
Several part periods •••••••••••• 26 15 3 
Several full periods •••••••••••• 59 25 2 
Some part and some full 
periods••••••••••••••••••••••••• 88 52 l 
I 
The index for "Some part and some full periods" was more than twice 
as large as that for the second-ranked item, "Several full periods". 
The rank order of the items for staff members other than teacmrs 
in communities of s,ooo to 10,000 reported in Table 175 was the same 
I 
as that for the teachers in Table 174. The sizes of the indices of 
acceptability varied. The il¥iex of acceptability to staff members was 
eight points higher than to teachers for "Some JE,rt and so~ .full 
periods". This item was selected by 60 per cent of tte' staff members 
responding. "Several full ~riods" which ranked second has an index 
of acceptability one third that of the fir at-ranking item. It may 
be concluded from these results that to be acceptable ~o teachers or 
245 . .. 
staff members other than teachers considerable time must be spent in 
making a judgment of a teacher• s effectiveness. 
Table 175. Degree o:f Acceptability by 68 Staff Members , other Than 
Teachers in Communities of 51 000 to 10,000 as the · 
Minimum Amount of Time Necessary to Judge Teaching 
Total Imex of 
Amount of Time Weighted A.ccepta- Rank 
Score bility 
(1) (2) _(_5) (4) 
Leas than class period •••••••••• 1 1 5 
Full class period••••••••••••••• 5 7 4 
Several part periods •••••••••••• 7 10 5 
Several :full periods •••••••••••• 14 20 2 
Some part and some full 
periods••••••••••••••••••••••••• 41 60 ' 1 
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Acceptability as the nmnber of times during a school year for 
judgments of a teacher's effectiveness.- Question X asked the respondents 
to indicate the number of times during a school year that judgments of 
I 
a teacher's effectiveness should be made as a basis for decisions 
I 
concerning retention, promotion, and salary. The respondents were asked 
to consider two groups of teacher~ those not on tenure and those on 
tenure. This was not a scaled question and no weights were assigned. 
Consequently the sum of the responses to one phase of tl:e question 
equalled the total number of respondents. The data are presented :first 
for teachers not on tenure. 
Table 176 reports the degree of acceptai)ility by teache rs ip. Com-
nuni ties of 5,000 to 10,000 population as the number of times during 
Table 176. Degree of Acceptability by 169 Teachers in Communities 
of 5, 000 to 10,000 Population as the Nmnber of Times 
Judgplents Should be Made Yearly of Teachers Not on Tenur e 
Number of Times Judgments Degree of Accep tabili ty 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary Not on Tenure 
2 'l: 7 
Index Ran. I( Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) _(6_2 (7) 
Zero •••••••••••••••••••• 3 9 3 9 8 7 
One ••••••••••••••••••••• 
. 5 8 7 7 10 5 
Tvvo ••••• •••••••••••••••• 10 4 8 ' 6 7 8 
Three •..•••••••.••••.••• 7 6 9 5 11 4 
Four • •••.•....•.•....... 14 2 13 2 15 2 
' 
Five •••••••••••••••••.•• 10 3 12 3 12 3 
S:ix. . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 10 5 10 4 9 6 
Seven ••••••••••••••••••• 1 10 1 . 10 1 10 
Eight • ....•.•..........• 5 7 7 8 4 9 
Nine or over • ..........• 31 1 27 1 18 1 
i 
a school year judgments or a teacher's effectiveness should be made 
as a basis for decisions- concerning retention, promoti.on, and sala ry. 
The l argest index figure for retenti en, promotion, and salary was for 
"Nine or more " judgments. 
Table 177 shows the degree of acceptability by 68 staff members 
other than teachers in communities of 5,000 to 10,000 population a s 
the number of judgments of a teacher's effectiveness to be made 
yearly as a basis for decisions concerning retention, promotion, and 
salary. 
Table 177. Degree of Acceptability by 68 Staff Members Other Than 
Teachers in Communities of 5,000 to 10,000 Population 
as the Number of Judgments to be Made Yearly of Teachers 
not on Tenure 
Number of Times Judgments 
Degree of Accept~bility 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion Sal.ary: 
Not on Tenure 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(l) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Zero • .••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 10 0 10 13 
Orle ••••••••••••••••.••••••• •• 7 6 8 4 ll 
Two ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 13 2 13 2 11 
T:Dree••••••••••••••••••••••• 5 7 10 7 5 
Four••••••••••••••·••••••••• 11 3 2 3 16 
Five •••••••••••••••••••••••• 10 4 8 5 7 
Six••••••••••••••••••••••••• 8 5 8 6 4 
Seven••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 9 l 9 1 
Eight ••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 8 2 8 l 
Nine or over •••••••••••••••• 38 1 42 l 26 
Table 178 shows the degree of acceptability to lay people in 
communities of s,ooo to 10,000 population as tm number of judgments 
to be made in the course of a school year of teachers not on tenure. 
The highest index was for "Four" judgments to be made for retention, 
(7) 
3 
4 
5 
7 
2 
6 
8 
9 
10 
l 
and nOne" judgment each for purposes of promotion and salary. "Nine or 
more" judgments was ranked second for .retention and third for promotion. 
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Table 178. Degree of Acceptabilit7 b7 48 La7 People in Communities 
of 5,000 to 10,000 Population as the Number of Juigments 
to be llade Yearl7 of Teachers Not on Tenure 
Degree of Acceptabilit7 
Number of Times Judgments 
Should be Made of Teacber• Retention Promotion S&lar7 
Not on Tenure 
[ndex Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (5) (4) {5) (6) (7) 
Zero•••••••••••••••••••••••••• • 2 8 4 6 12 4 
One••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • 12 4 27 1 29 1 
Tiro • .••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 14 s 12 4 lA 5 
Three••••••••••••••••••••·•••• • 4 6 4 7 2 7 
Four ••••• ••• ••• ••••••-• ••••• •• •• 29 1 18 2 20 2 
Five ••••••••.••••••• ••• •••••• • •• 8 5 12 5 10 5 
Six•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 9 2 8 0 9 
Seven•••••••••••···•••••••••••• 2 10 2 9 2 8 
Eigllt ••••••••.•••••••••••••••••• 4 7 0 10 0 10 
Nine or over ••.•••••• ••• •••••••• 20 2 l6 s 8 6 
Consideration of Tables 176, 177, and 178 110uld lead to the conclusion 
that teachers . and staff members other than teachers in COIIIIlunities of 
s,ooo to 10,000 population were more comernad than were lay JSOple 
than a l arge number of judgments be made of teachers not on tenore. 
Table 179 and Tables 180 and 181 which follow it fbow the number of 
times judgments should be made of the effecti venesa of teachers on 
tenure. The teachers in the communities of 5,000 to 10,000 reported in 
Table 179 have ranked •zero• first aa the number of tiDes jmgments 
should be made in the course of a school ;year .fbr retention and salary". 
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Table 179. Degree of Acceptability by 169 Teachers in Communities of 
51 000 to 10,000 Population as the Number of Judgments to 
be Made Yearly of Teachers on Tenure 
Degree of Acceptability 
Number of Times Judgments 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
on Tenure 
Index Rank Iniex Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (5) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Zero •••••••••••••••.•••••••• 45 1 5 7 21 1 
One ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 15 2 15 2 17 2 
Two ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 10 4 10 6 10 5 
Three ••••••••••••••••••••••• 6 5 15 5 15 5 
Four •••••••••.•••••••••••••• 11 5 17 1 14 4 
Five•••••••••••••••••••••••• 4 6 14 4 6 7 
Six••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 8 5 8 2 8 
Seven ••••••••••••••••.••.•••• ·o 10 1 9 1 10 
Eight ••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 9 1 10 1 9 
Nine or over ••••••••••..•••• 4 7 14 5 8 6 
For promotion purposes the first choice was for "Four" judgments to be 
made of teachers on tenure. The indices of acceptability vary greatly 
in each of the categories. 
The staff members other than teachers in communities of 51 000 to 
10,000 population showed in Table 180 agreement on the ranlc order of the 
indices of only two items in the three categories. First choice as the 
number of judgments to be made yearly for retention and salary was 
nzero". The index of acceptability for promotion purposes of 52 gave 
it first place in that category. "Eight" judgments received no mention 
as being acceptable for either retention, promotion, or salary. 
Table 180. Degree of Acceptability by 68 Staff Members other Than 
Teachers in Communi ties of 5, 000 to 10 000 Population 
As the Number of Judgments to be Made iearly of Teachers 
on Tenure 
Number of Times Judgments 
Degree of Acceptability 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention :Eromotion Salary 
on Tenure 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1-) (2) (5) (41 (5) (6) (7) 
~ 
Zero ••••••••.••••••...•••••• 41 1 4 8 26 1 
Oile ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 14 2 19 2 19 2 
Two ••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 8 4 15 5 10 5 
Three •••••••••••.••••••••••• 8 5 7 5 8 6 
Four ••••••••••••••.• · •••••••• 7 6 10 4 ll 4 
Five•••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 7 5 6 1 8 
Six••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 9 5 7 1 9 
Seven ••••••••••••••••.•••••• 1 8 1 9 2 7 
Eight ••••••••••••••••.•••••• 0 10 0 10 0 10 
Nine or over •••••••••••••••• 14 5 52 1 17 5 
Table 181 shows the degree of acceptability by lay people in 
communities of 5,000 to 10,000 population as the number of times 
judgmeftts of a teacher's effectiveness should be made in the course 
of a school year for teachers on tenure. For purposes of retention 
80 per cent of the possible index points was assigned to ei t:t:e r nzeron, 
nOnen, or II Two". For promotion and salary purposes the choice of the 
lay people was for nonen judgment to be made. The lay people assigre d 
the same rank order in each category to only one item, "Eight", whiCh 
has no mention as an acceptable number of judgments. The area of 
agreement of the three groups of respondents in communi ties of 5, 000 
Table 181. Degree of Acceptability by 48 lay People in Communities 
of 5, 000 to 10, 000 as the Number of Judgments '00 be Made 
Yearly of Teachers on Tenure 
Number of Times Judgments Degree of Acceptability 
Should be Made of Teachers 
on Tenure Retention Promotion Salary 
Index -Rink Index Rank Index Rarik 
(1) (2) (5) (4) {5} (6) 
Zero •••••••••••• ••• ••·• ••••••• 57 1 4 6 22 
One •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 18 5 29 1 57 
Two•••••••••····••••••••••••• 25 2 20 2 14 
Three ••••••••••••••• : •••••••• 0 7 0 8 4 
Four••••••••••••••••••••••••• 10 4 10 5 10 
Five •••••••••••••••••• ••·•• •••. 4 5 l2 4 4 
Six•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 8 0 9 0 
Seven ••• • ·• •••••• •••·•• •••• •••• 0 9 2' 7 0 
Eight •••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 10 0 10 0 
Nine or over•••••••••••·••••• 4 6 10 5 6 
to 10,000 population was for a larger number of ju:igments to be made 
of teachers not on tenure than of teachers on tenure. 
5. Degree of Acceptability by the Respondents in 
Communities of 10,000 to 50,000 Population 
Number and types of pa.rticipants.-'I'he results to be p:esented 
in the third section of Chapter VII are those for the three groups 
responding to the inquiry form from communities of 10,000 to 50,000 
population, consisting of 560 Teachers, 104 Staff Members other Than 
(7) 
2 
l 
5 
6 
4 
7 
8 
9 
10 
5 
Teachers, and 102 Lay People. The results obtained for each question 
in the inquiry forms will be presented as received from e'-ch of these 
2:l2 
types of respondents. The degree of acceptability will be shown in 
tables containing the 11 Total Weighted Score 11 and the 11 Index of Accept-
ability", and the 11 Rank". 
Degree of acceptability of personal characteristics proposed for 
evaluation.-- The first question in the inquiry form requested the 
respondents to evaluate on the scale certain personal characteristics 
for use. in determining a teacher's effectiveness. 
Table 182 expresse s the reactions of the 360 teachers in conmunities 
of 10,000 to 30,000 population to these personal characteristics proposed 
for evaluation. The major portion of the teachers responding assigned to 
Table 182. Degree of Acceptability of Personal Characteristics for 
Evaluation by 360 Teachers in Communities of 10,000 to 
30,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Personal Characteristics Weighted Accept- Ra.."lk 
Score ability 
(1) .. (2)_ 
_Ul (4) 
Habits of ,vorl{ .•••••••..•••.••• 1513 84 6 
Physical well-being ••••••••••.• 1496 83 7 
Emotional stability •••••••••••• 1703 94 1 
Appearance . •......••••••.•.•... 1419 78 10 
Attitude tm,rard work ••••••••••• 1671 92 2 
Breadth of interests and 
talent,s ........ ................ 1396 77 11 
Dependability •••••••••••••.•••• 1655 91 3 
Cooperation ••••••••••••.••••••• 1616 89 4 
Sense of Proportion ••••••••.••• 1465 81 8 
Sense of htlrnor . ••••.••..••..•.• 1444 80 9 
Adaptability •••••••••••••••••.• 1547 85 5 
each of the personal characteriatioa scale values from 5, "Some", 
through 5, "Great". "Emotional stability" and "Attitude toward 
work" received the largest total -weighted scored. Ranktng in 
third and fourth places with indices of 91 and 89 were "DependabilitY'' 
and "Cooperation". "Appearance" and Breadth of interests and talents" 
were the least acceptable measures of a teacher's effectiveness. 
There was a range of 17 points in the index figures of the degree of 
acceptability. 
Table 185 shows the staff members other than teachers in 
communities of 10,000 to 50,000 population to differ from the teachers 
Table 185. Degree of Acceptability of .Personal Characteristics for 
Evaluation by 104 Staff Members in Communi ties of 10,000 
to 50,000 Population 
Total Index of ( 
Personal Characteristics Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
Habits of work •••••••••••••••••• 449 86 6 
Physical well-being ••••••••••••• 451 82 7 
Emotional stability •••••••••••• 486 95 5 
Appearance•••••••••••••••••••••• 424 81 8 
Attitude toward work •••••••••••• 481 92 4 
Breadth of interests and 
talents••••••••••••••••••••••••• 411 79 11 
DependabilitY••••••••••••••••••• 491 94 l 
Cooperation••••••••••••••••••••• 488 95 2 
Sense of proportion ••••••••••••• 422 81 9 
Sense of humor •••••••••••••••••• 421 80 10 
Adaptability •••••••••••••••••••• 455 87 5 
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in the degree of acceptability of the personal characteristics propos ed 
for evaluation. The two groups agreed upon the ranks of only four items. 
"Dependability" received the highest index of acceptability. This was 
followed closely in acceptability by "Cooperation" and "Emotional 
stability11 each with an index of 93. The lowest in:l.ices were assigned 
t o 11 Sense of humor" and "Breadth of interest and talents" to :indicate 
them to be of least acceptability in determining a teacher's eff'ecti veness. 
Table 184 shows the degree of acceptability of the personal 
characteristics proposed for evaluation by the 102 lay people in 
Table 184 . Degree of Acceptability of Personal Characterist ics for 
Evaluation by 102 Lay People in Communities of 10,000 to 
30,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Personal Characteristics Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) 13) (4) 
Habits of work •••••.•.•....••••••. 423 82 5 
Physical well-being ••••••••••••••• 415 81 6 
Emotional stability •••••••••••.••• 483 94 1 
Appearance •••••••••• .••.•••.•••••• 382 74 10 
Attitude t owa r d work ••••••••••.••• 376 73 11 
Breadth of interest and 
talents ........................... 388 76 9 
Dependability ••••••••••••••.•••••• 473 92 2 
Cooperation ••... ...••....•..•.•.•• 458 89 3 
Sense of pro pation •. • •••••••••••••• 414 81 7 
Sense of humor ••••••.••••••••••••• 402 78 8 
Adaptability •••••••••••••••••••••• 438 85 4 
communities of 10,000 to 50,000 population. The bulk of tm reactions 
were in the three highest scale values 'With no Eights of less than 
three being assigned to "Emotional stabilitytt or nDependabilityn. 
Eighty per cent of the respondents assigned th! maximum score to 
nEmotional stabilityft. 
!cceptability of ftrther neasures of a teacher's effectiveness.-
"In judging a teacher's effectivere ss, how much weight would you give 
to each of the following?" was the second question. 
The degree of acceptability of tb! se n:easllt"es is shown in Table 185 
Table 185. Degree of Acceptability of Measures of a Teacher' a 
Effectiveness by 560 Teachers in Communities of 10,000 
to 50,000 Fopulation 
Total Index of 
Measures of Effectiveness Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
Class progress, objectively measured •• 1403 85 6 
Use of new m&\hods•••••••••••••••••••• 1277 70 7 
Providing for individual differences. • 1585 88 5 
General instructional skill ••••••••••• 1651 90 2 
Control of physical conditions •••••••• 1259 68 9 
Economy of supplies and property •••••• 1071 59 15 
Clerical efficiency ••••••••••••••••••• 1065 59 16 
Discipline •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1679 95 1 
Sharing school responsibility ••••••••• 1550 85 4 
Contributing to 11 esprit de corps"••••• 1482 82 5 
Extra-curricular activities ••••••••••• ll31 62 14 
Contributing to coiiDilunity progress •••• 1205 67 10 
Activity in professional groups ••••••• 1185 65 12 
Enriching community life •••••••••••••• 1171 65 15 
Sensitivity to public reaction •••••••• 1204 66 ll 
Cooperation with laymen in school 
planning •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1246 69 8 
Leadership of children in non-school 
activities •••••••••••••••..••••••••••• 1052 58 17 
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for 560 Teachers in communities of 10,.000 to 50,000. Two thirds of the 
teachers assigned the highest weight to "Discipline". 
The pattern of response for tle staff members other than teachers 
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in Table 186 agrees to a great extent with that for teachers. "Discipline" 
rated most highly with an index of 92. Staff members considered 
•Clerical etficienc~ to have the lowest degree of acceptability. 
Table 186. Degree of Acceptability tf Measures of a Teacher's 
Effectiveness b.f 104 staff :U:embers other Than Teachers 
in ColllllUllities of 10,000 to 50,000 Population · 
Total Index of 
veaeures of Effectiveness Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(ll (2) (5) <•) 
Class progreaa, objectively measured. 405 77 7 
Use of new methods ••••••••••••••••••• 590 75 8 
Providing for i.ndi vidual difference a. 465 89 4 
General instructional skill •••••••••• 474 91 2 
Control of ph781cal conditions ••••••• 581 75 10 
Economy of supplies and property ••••• 554 64 16 
Clerical efficiency •••••••••••••••••• 521 61 17 
Discipline ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 479 92 1 
Sharing school responsibility •••••••• 468 90 5 
Contributing to •esprit de corps" •••• 448 86 5 
Extra-curricular activities •••••••••• 569 70 12 
Contributing to community progress ••• 416 80 6 
Activity in professional groups •••••• 385 75 9 
Enriching cODDIUDi. ty lite •••••••••••• 367 70 15 
Sensitivity to public reaction ••••••• 379 72 ll 
Cooperation with laymen in sdhool 
planning••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 561 69 JA. 
Leadership of children in non-school 
activities ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ 545 65 15 
Table 187 reports the reactions of the lay people in communities 
of 10,000 to 50,000 population to these same neasures of a teacb!r's 
effectiveness. The highest score was assigned to "Discipline" by 70 
per cent of the lay respondents. The results for teachers, staff 
members, and lay people show "Discipline" to have the highest 
acceptability. 
Table 187. Degree of Acceptability of Measm-es of a Teacher's 
Effectiveness by 102 lAy People in Communities of 
10,000 to 50,000 Population 
Total Inde:x of 
Measures of Effectiveness Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) (B) (4) 
Class progress, objectively measured •• 455 84 5 
Use of new methods•••••••••••••••••••• 569 72 8 
Providing for individual differences •• 455 89 5 
General instructional skill ••••••••••• 463 90 2 
Control of physical conditions •••••••• 345 67 12 
Economy of supp~e s and property •••••• 296 58 16 
Clerical efficiency ••••••••••••••••••• 286 56 17 
Discipline •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 475 92 1 
Sharing school responsibility ••••••••• 438 85 4 
Contributing to ~esprit de corps"••••• 426 85 6 
Extra-curricular activities ••••••••••• 335 65 14 
Contributing to community progress •••• 545 67 11 
Activity in professional groups ••••••• 521 62 15 
Enriching community life •••••••••••••• 346 67 10 
Sensitivity to public reaction •••••••• 551 68 9 
Cooperation with laymen in school 
planning •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 386 75 7 
Leadership of children in non-school 
activities •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 341 66 15 
Table 188 shows the reactions of teachers in communities of 
10,000 to 50,000 population. The total 'Weighted scores fer all 
items were much lower than those obtained in response to the fir at t110 
questions. "Amount of pupil progress as measured by standardized 
tests" was weighted most highly. Pupil judgnent by the "Ent:ire class" 
Table 188. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Determiners of a 
Teacher's Effectiveness by 560 Teachers in Communities 
of 10,000 to 50,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Determiners of Effectiveness Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
measured by standardized tests •••••• 1218 67 1 
2. Pupil judgment on a ll'edeter-
mined scale used by 
Top ten pupils in class ••••••••••• 957 52 5 
Entire class •••••••••••••••••••••• 1201 66 2 
Lowest ten pupils in class •••••••• 771 42 6 
5. Teacher judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
Teachers in the building •••••••••• 1048 58 3 
Teachers not in the building •••••• 729 40 7 
Committee composed of both 
grou.ps. • • • • • • • •. • • •· • • •. •. • • • • •. • • • 964 57 4 
was ranked in second place with an index of 66. Judgment by 11 Teachers 
not in the building" was least acceptable. 
The responses for the staff members other tha.n teachers in 
communities of 10,000 to 50,000 were summarized to Table 189 and reveal 
a s cmewhat lC1i'l er degree of acceptability. Judgment by "Teachers :in the 
build:ing11 ranked third in acceptability. Judgment by 11 Teacher s not :in 
the building 11 was not considered of 11GreatH acceptability by any of 
the staff members responding. 11Amount of pupil progress as measured by 
Table 189. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Detenniners of 
Effectiveness by 104 Staff 1embers Other Than Teachers 
in Communi ties of 10,000 to 30,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Determiners of Effectiveness Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) ( 3) (4) 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
measured by standardized tests •• 350 67 1 
2. Pupil judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
Top ten pupils in class •••.•.• 259 49 5 
Entire class •••.•••.•••••••••• 339 65 2 
Lcmest ten pupils in class •••• 215 41 6 
s. Teacher judi?}'Ilent on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
Teachers in the building •••.•• 286 55 3 
eachers not in the building •. 205 39 7 
Committee composed of both 
groups •••••••••••••••••••••••• 279 53 4 
standardized tests" was considered to have the highest degree of 
acceptability. Judgment by the 11 Lowest ten pupils in the class" was 
least acceptable as a detenniner of a teacher's effectiveness. 
The reactions of the lay people in communities of 10,000 to 
30,000 show in Table 190 a greater spread of acceptability than was 
found in the responses of either the teachers or the staff members to 
this group o£ items. The lo"Rest index of acceptability was 3?, 
obtained by the "Lowest ten pupils in the class". 'Ibe highest index 
was ?8 however, 11 index points above the highest index number for 
teachers or staff. 
Table 190. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Determimrs of 
Effectiveness by 102 Lay People in Communities of 10,000 
to 301 000 Population 
' Total Index of 
Determiners of Effectiveness Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) (3) {4_) 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
measured by standardized tests •••• 398 78 1 
2. Pupil judgment on a pre deter-
mined scale used by 
Top ten pupils in class ••••••••• 266 52 5 
' Entire class •••••••••••••••••••• 3?3 ?3 2 
Lowest ten pupils in class •••••• 195 3? ? 
3. Teacher judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
Teachers in the building •••••••• 306 60 4 
Teachers not in the building •••• 220 42 6 
Committee composed of both 
groups •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 532 63 3 
Acceptability of evaluation items suggested for placement in a 
Personnel record folder.-- Question IV submitted to the respondents 
. 
a group o£ seven items suggested ror placement in a personnel record 
folder for use in making a judgment of a teacher's effectiveness. 
Table 191 reports the reactions of the teac:ters in communities of 
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10,000 to 50,000 population. The frequencies of the weights assigned 
resulted in indices of acceptability ranging from 75 down to 52. The 
Table 191. Degree of Acceptability of Items Suggested far Placement 
in a Personnel Record Folder by 560 Teachers in Communities 
of 10,000 to 50,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Items Suggested for Personnel Weighted Accept- Rank 
Record Folder Score ability 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
1. Reports of supervisory obser-
vations••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1318 75 2 
2. Records of further study •••••••••• 1229 68 5 
5. Records of committee work ••••••••• 1052 58 5 
4. Reports on extra-curricular 
acti vi. ties ••••••••••••.•••••••••••• 991 55 6 
s. Standard test records of classes 
taught•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1165 64 4 
6. Reports of conmrunity activ:i.ties 
undertaken by the teacher ••••••••• 944 52 7 
7. Reports of special methods or 
materials developed ••••••••••••••• 1551 75 l 
teacm rs in these communi ties gave the greatest weight to "Reports of 
special methods or materials developed" and '00 "Reports of supervisory 
observations". Least acceptable to the teaca, rs was 11Reparts of 
community activities undertaken by the teacher"·· 
Table 192 reports the reactions of' the staf'f' members ot~r than 
teachers in the communities of 10,000 to 50,000 population. The 
frequencies of the weights assigned varied from those assigned by the 
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teachers in Table 191. The rank order for staff members oth! r than 
Table 192. Degree of Acceptability of Items Suggested for Placement 
in a Personnel Record Folder by 104 Staff Members Ot:te r 
Than Teachers in Communities of 10,000 to 50,000 
Total Index of 
Items ·suggested for Personnel Weighted Accept- Rank 
Record FoJ.der Score ability 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
1. Reports of supervisory obser-
· vaiiona ••••••••••••••.••••••••••• 414 79 1 
2. Records of further study ••••••••• 567 70 5 
5. Records of committee work •••••••• 552 65 5 
4. Reports on extra-curricular 
activities••••••••••••••••••••••• 508 59 6 
s. Standard test records of classes 
taught••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 542 65 4 
6. Reports of community activities 
undertaken by the teacher •••••••• 295 56 7 
7. Reports of special methods or 
materials developed •••.••••••••••• 596 76 2 
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teachers differed from that for teachers in only two items. The range 
for the indices of acceptability was 25 points. "Reports of supervison-
obserta.tions" was first, and "Reports of community acti. vi ties undertaken 
the teacher" was ~ain seventh in degree of acceptability fer 
placement in a personnel record folder. 
The degreesof acceptability to the lay people in communities 
of 10,000 to 50,000 population are reported in Table 195. Examination 
reveals that "Standard test records of classes taught" was most 
acceptable. 
/ 
Table 195. Degree of Acceptability of Items Suggested for Placement 
in a Personnel Record Folder to 102 Lay People in 
Communities of 10,000 to 30,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Items Suggested for Personnel Weighted Accept- Rank 
Record Folder Score ability 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
l. Reports of supervisory obser-
vationa••••••••••••••••••••••••• 425 82 2 
2. Records of further study •••••••• 592 76 4 
5. Records of committee work ••••••• 506 60 6 
4. Reports on extra-curricular 
activities•••••••••••••••••••••• 514 61 5 
s. Standard test records of classes 
taught•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 450 84 1 
6. Reports of connnunity activities 
undertaken by the teacher ••••••• 295 57 7 
7. Reports of special methods or 
materials developed ••••••••••••• 405 79 5 
The "Most" acceptable and nteastn acceptable judges of teaching.--
In Question V the respondents were asked to indicate the terson most 
preferred and least preferred as a judge of teaching. 
The preferences of the teachers in communities of 10,000 to 
50,000 population are presented in Table 194. The "Supervising 
principal" was most preferred by about 50 per cent of the teachers 
responding. Table 194 shows the wide variance in the degree of 
acceptability of the persons proposed as judges. The indices for most 
of the judges were low. The total wei ghted scores in Question V 
were obtained by subtracting the frequencies for "Leastn from those 
Table 194 . Degr ee of Acceptability as a Judge of Teaching According 
to 3$0 Teachers in Communities of 10, 000 to 30,000 
Population 
Person Preferred Total Index of Weighted Accept- Rank 
t o Judge Teaching Score ability 
( 1) (2) (3) (4) 
Supe rin tende nt ••••••.•••••••••• 50 13 3 
Supervisors ..•••...•..•••.. ••.• 60 16 2 
Sure rvisiP.g principal. ••.•••••• 101 28 1 
Teaching principal ..... ........ 43 11 4 
Teache r concerned •••.•••••••••• 0 0 5 
Fellow t eachers •••••••••••••••• 3 0 6 
Pupils . .. ............. ......... 11 0 _7 
Parents ••••••••.••••••••••••••• 63 0 9 
Other lay persons •••••••••••••• 126 0 10 
Educati onal expert s from out-
side the local syst em •••••••••• 41 0 8 
for ttMost" . The minus scores r esulting for some items were considered 
as having a zero iridex. 
Staff members other than teachers r eported in Table 195 for 
communities of 10,000 t o 30,000 population show no choice of 11Parents" 
or 11 0ther lay persons 11 as the most pr eferred judge of teaching . The 
11Supervising principalfl was again ranked first. The index of 
acceptability for 11Supervising principal" was eight tj_nles that of 
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"Teaching principal" which was ranked fourth. "Supervisors" and 
"Superintendent" were ranked second and third in acceptability. 
Table 195. Degree of Acceptability as a Judge of Teaching According 
to 104 Staff Members Other Than Teachers in Communities 
of 10,000 to 50,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Person Preferred Weighted Accept- Rank 
to Judge Teaching Score ability 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
Superintendent •••••••••••••••••• 26 25 5 
Supervisors••••••••••••••••••••• 27 25 2 
Supervising principal ••••••••••• 54 52 1 
Teaching principal •••••••••••••• 5 4 4 
Teacher concerned••••••••••••••• 3 0 6 
Fellow teachers ••• .•••••••••••••• 4 0 7 
Pupils•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 14 0 8 
Parents••••••••••••••••••••••••• 28 0 9 
other lay persons ••••••••••••••• 40 0 10 
Educational experts from outside 
the local system•••••••••••••••• 2 0 5 
The degree of acceptability for lay people in communities of 
10,000 to 50,000 population is shown in Table 196. There was no 
mention by the lay people of rtParentsn , or "otlBr J.q persona" as tb9 
most preferred judge of teaching. The "Superintendent", "Supervisors", 
and "Teachi.ng principal" received no mention as tm least preferred 
judge of teaching. The "Supervising principal" was mentioned as most 
preferred by one third of the lay people, one third of whom also 
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selected nother lay persons" as least preferred. The index for tte 
first-ranked "Supervising principal" was r:e arly seven times that for 
Table 196. Degree of Acceptability as a Judge of Teaching by 102 
Lay People in Communities of 10,000 to 50,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Person Preferred Weighted Accept- Rank 
to Judge Teaching Score ability 
(1) _(2) (5) (4) 
Superintendent ••••••••••••••••••• 29 28 2 
Supervisors •••••••••••••••••••••• 15 12 3 
Supervisi. ng principal ••••••••••• , 35 54 l 
Teaching principal ••••••••••••••• 6 5 4 
Teacher concerned •••••••••••••••• 10 0 7 
Fellow teachers •••••••••••••••••• 5 0 6 
Pupils ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 12 0 8 
Parents•••••••••••••••••••••••••t 22 0 9 
Ot.ll! r lay persons ••••••••••••••• , 35 0 10 
Educational experts from outside 
the local s,rstem •••••••••••••••• , l l 5 
"Teaching principal" which ranked fourth. Second and 'third places 
again went to 11 Superintenden:t11 and "Su~Srvisors". 
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Most acceptable combinati?ns of p:rsons to judge teacher 
effectiveness.- Question VI asked, "What combimtions of the following 
persons would insure the fairest judgment of a teacher's effectiveness?" 
The acceptability of the combinations b,y the teachers, staff 
members other than teachers, and lay people in th! communi tie a of 10,000 
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to 30,000 population is reported in Table 197. 
Table 197. Degree of .Acceptability by Respondents in Comnuni ties of 
10,000 to 30,000 Population as the Combination of Persons 
to Insure the Fairest Judgment of a Teacher's Effedtiv eness 
Degree of Acceptability 
Comb ina tio ns 
Teachers Staff Lay 
Members People 
(l) (2 ) -(3)- 14) 
1. Administrative, supervisory, 
and teaching personnel •• •••• 26 17 22 
2. Administrative and super-
visory personnel and educa-
tiona.l experts from outside 
the local system •• • • •• •••• •• 32 53 lW 
3. Acrninistrative, supervisory, 
and teaching personnel and 
educational experts from 
outside the loca l system •••• 4 10 10 
4. Teaching personnel and 
educational experts fran 
outside the local system •••• 1 2 1 
Acceptability as the person who should make decisions as to 
retention, promotion, or salary • ..-- "After information on the teache r 1 s 
effectiveness has been gathered from various sources, who should make 
decisions as to retention, promotion, or salary as a result of a study 
of this information?" 
The answers to Question VII for teachers are summarized in Table 
198 for those in conununities of 10,000 to 30, 000 population. The 
Table 198. Degree of Acceptability by 360 Teacl:ers in Communities 
of 10,000 to 30,000 Popula. tion as tle Person to Make 
Decisions as to Retention, Promotion, or Salary 
Degree of Acceptability 
Person to Make Decision 
Retention Promotion Salary 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Superintendent ••••••••••••• 62 1 58 1 67 1 
Assistants to the 
superintendent ••••••••••••• 12 6 14 6 9 6 
Supervisors•••••••••••••••• 35 3 33 3 12 5 
Supervising principal •••••• 51 2 48 2 20 3 
Teaching principal ••• ••• •.•• 23 5 19 5 5 7 
Teacher committee •••••••••• 8 7 7 7 10 4 
Committee of any of 
the above•••••••••••••••••• 26 4 25 4 35 2 
"Superintendent" was mentioned most frequently as ~ :f:e rson who 
should make decisions as to retention, promotion, and salary. The 
"Supervising principal" and the "Supervisors" ranked next to the 
ttSuperintendenttt as the person to make decisions fer promotion and 
retention. The item ranked second for salary decisions was the 
committee made up of a number of the persons mentioned. 
Table 199 shows the "Superintendent" to be most acceptable to sta;ff 
members other than teachers in conununities of 10,000 to 30,000 as the 
person who should make decisions as to retention, promotion, and salary. 
Table 199. Degree of Acceptability by 104 Staff Members otter Than 
Teachers in Communities of 10,000 to 50,000 Population 
as the Person to Make Decisions as to Retention, Promotion, 
or Salary 
Degree of Acceptability 
Person to Make Decision 
Retention Promotion Salary 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (5) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Superintendent •••••••••••••• 75 l 68 l 77 l 
Assistants to the 
superintendent •••••••••••••• 25 4 21 4 l5 4 
Supervisors ••••••••••••••.••• 28 5 55 5 14 5 
Supervising principal ••••••• 46 2 46 2 26 5 
Teaching principal •••••••••• l8 6 14 6 10 7 
Teacher connnittee ••••••••••• 10 7 5 7 15 6 
Committee of any of 
the above ••••••••••••••••••• 19 5 20 5 54 2 
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The "Supervising principal" received the second highest indices of accept-
ability for retention and promotion. The committee made up of persons 
mentioned was ranked fifth for retention and promotion and second far 
salary purposes. 
The reactions of the lay people in communities of 10,000 to 
50,000 population to Question VII are reported in Table 200. In each 
of the categories, the "Superintendent" was mentioned by me.rly three 
fourths of the lay people. In each category, the items mentioned least 
frequently were mentioned by not more than seven per cent of those possible. 
~ :fl1 
The 11Superinten:ient11 was the item in Question VII maintaining consistently 
the highest degree of acceptability. 
Table 200 . Degree of Acceptability by 102 Lay Persons in Communities 
of 10,000 to 30,000 Population as the Person to Make 
Decisions as to Retention, Promotion, and Salary 
Degree of Acceptability 
Person to Make Decision Retention Prcmotion Salar·y 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) ( 5) (6) (7) 
Superint eniant •••••••••••• 72 1 74 1 76 1 
Assistants to the .. -
superintendent • ••••••••••• 5 7 7 7 6 6 
Superviso r s ••••••••••••••• 21 3 24 3 14 4 
Supervising principal ••••• 35 2 37 2 17 3 
Teaching principal •••••••• 13 5 8 6 4 7 
Teacher committee ••••••••• 9 6 9 5 12 5 
Committee of anr of the -· 
abov e ••.•••••••••••••••••• 17 I+ 16 4 20 2 
Time availaD.le for determining a teacher ' s effectiveness.-- In 
Question VITI the respondents were asked, 11How much times does each 
of the following have to judge a teacher 1 s effectiveness in your 
school?" 
Table 201 shows the summary of the responses to this question by 
the teachers in communities of 10,000 to 30,000 population. The per 
cents appearing in column 5 of Table 201 are not truly indices of 
Table 201. Amount of Time Available for Judging a Teacher's 
Effectiveness According to 560 Teachers in Communities 
.of 10,000 to 50,000 Population 
Total 
Person to Judge Weighted Per Cent Rank 
Score 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
Superintendent •••••••••••••••••• 714 59 5 
Supervising principal ••••••••••• 1271 70 2 
Supervisors •••••••••••••••••••.•• 1005 55 5 
Teaching principal •••••••••••••• 649 56 6 
Fellow teachers ••••••••••••••••• 654 55 7 
Pu.pils ••••••••••.•••••••••• •.•••• 1559 74 1 
Parents •••••.•••..••••••••••• •·• •• 718 59 4 
other lay persons ••••••••••••••• 499 27 8 
acceptability. They represent tl:E number of points scored out of a 
possible 100 to indicate the amount of time available. In Table 201 
the "Pupils" ranked first in the amount of time available to judge 
teaching. 
The reactions of the staff mEmbers other than teachers reported in 
Table 202 indicated the "Supervising principal" to ha. ve the most time 
and "Other lay persons" to have the least time available in which to 
make a judgment o:f a teacher's e:f:fecti veness. The teachers and staf':f 
members considered the ttParentsn to mve more opportunity '00 ju:ige 
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teaching than "Fellow teachers". The supervising principal would seem 
Table 2(1.. Amount of Time Available to Judge Teaching According to 
104 Staff Members Otmr Than Teachers in Communities of 
10,000 to 50,000 Population 
Total 
Person to Judge Weighted Per Cent Rank 
Score 
(1_) (2} (5) (4) 
Superintendent •••••••••••••••••• 241 46 5 
Supervising principal ••••••••••• 418 80 1 
Supervisors ••••••••••••••••••••• 559 65 2 
Teaching principal•••••••••••••• 244 46 4 
Fellow teachers ••••••••••••••••• 165 51 7 
Pupils•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 550 65 5 
Parents ••••••••••••.•••••••••••• 164 51 6 
Other lay persons••••••••••••••• 127 24 8 
to be the JSrson on the faculty to have the most time to be in a position 
to judge a teacher's effectiveness. 
Minimum amount of time to judge the quality of teaching.-"Encircle 
the number of the one of the following 'Which represents the m:inimum 
amount of time necessary to judge the quality of teaching", was asked 
in Question IX. 
Table 205 reports the degree of acceptability to teachers in 
communities of 10,000 to 50,000 population of items as being the 
minimum amount of time necessary to judge tl:e quality of teaching. 
The reader should note that 560 responses were spread over f'i ve items 
and that the sum of the indices of acceptability would be 100. The 
index for "Some part and some full periods" was more than twice as 
large as that for the second-ranked item, nSeveral full periods"• 
Table 205. Degree of Acceptability by 560 Teachers in Communities of 
10,000 to 50,000 Population as the Minimum Amount of Time 
Necessary to Judge Teaching 
' Total Index of 
Amount of Time Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
less than class period ••••••••••• 15 5 5 
Full class period •••••••••••••••• 16 4 4 
Several part periods ••••••••••••• 65 17 5 
Several full periods ••••••••••••• 75 20 2 
Some part and some full periods •• 193 55 1 
The rank order of the items for staff members other than teachers 
in communities of 10,000 to 30,000 population in Table 204, was the 
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same as that reported for teachers in Table 203. The sizes of the indices 
of acceptability varied. The index of acceptability by staff members 
was five points lower than by teachers for "Some part and some full 
periods". This item was selected by less than one half of the staff 
members responding. The 11Full class period" which ranked fourth had 
an index of acceptability one twelfth that of the .first-ranking item. 
It may be concluded from these results that to be acceptable to 
teachers or staff members other than teachers considerable time must 
be spent in making a judgment of a teacher 1 s effectiveness. 
Table 204. Degree of Acceptability by 104 Staff Members Other Than 
Teacher s in Communities of 10,000 to 30,000 as the 
Minimum Amount of Time Necessary to Judge Teaching 
r· 
Total Index of 
Amount of Time Weighted Acceptab- Rank 
Score ility 
(l) (2) 131 (4) 
Less than class period • • ••••••• 3 2 5 
Full class period • • •••• • ••••••• 5 4 4 
Several part periods •••• • •••••• 16 15 3 
Several full periods •••• • •• • ••• 30 28 2 
Some part and some full 
periods •••• •• •••••••••••••••••• 50 48 1 
Acceptability as the number of times during a school year for 
jud€]Ilents of a teacher's effectiveness.-- Question X asked the res-
pondents to indicate the nwnber of times during a school year that 
judgments of a teacher's effectiveness should be made as a basis f!Dr 
decisions concerning retention, pra:notion, and salary. The responients 
were asked to consider two groups of teachers, those not on tenure and 
those on tenur e. This was not a scaled question and no wei ghts were 
assigned. Consequently, the sum of the responses to one phase of the 
question equalled the total number of respondents . The data are pre-
sented first for teachers not on tenure. 
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Table 205 reports the degree of acceptability b,y teachers in 
communities of 10,000 to 50,000 population as tm number of times 
Table 205. Degree of Acceptability by 560 Teachers in Communities of 
10,000 to 50,000 Population as the Number of Judgments 
to be Made Yearly of Teachers Not on Tenure 
Degree of Acceptability 
Number of Times Judgments 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
Not on Tenure 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Ra 
(1} (2) (5) (4) (5} (6) (!) 
Zero ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 10 2 9 6 6 
One •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 4 7 6 7 12 4 
Two •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 5 7 6 6 7 
Three•••••••••••••••••••••••• 15 4 11 4 l2 5 
Four ••••••••••••••••••••••..• 15 2 15 2 15 7 
Five ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 15 5 11 5 15 5 
Six •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 8 6 10 5 6 8 
Seven •••••••.•••••••••••••••• 1 9 2 10 1 10 
Eight•••••••••••••••••••••••• 5 8 6 8 5 9 
Nine or over ••••••••••••••••• 51 1 28 1 19 1 
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during the course of a school year judgments of a teacher's effectiveness 
should be made as a basis for decisions concerning retention, promotion, 
and salary. The largest index figure for retention, promotion, and 
salary was for "Nine or moren judgments to be made. "Four and "Fiven 
judgments were in second and third places in each category. 
Table 206 shows the degree of acceptability to 104 staff members 
other than teachers in communities of 10,000 to 50,000 population as 
the number of judgments to be made yearly of teachers not on tenure as 
Table 206. Degree of Acceptability by 104 Staff Members otmr Than 
Teachers in Communities of 10,000 to 50,000 Population 
as the Number of Judgments to be liade Yearly of Teacbers 
Not on Tenure 
Degree of Acceptability 
Number of Times Judgments 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
Not on Tenure 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2j .(5) (4) (Sj (6) (7) 
Zero •••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 9 1 9 9 5 
One ... ........................ 6 5 8 4 14 3 
Two ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 5 7 7 5 4 6 
Three •••••••••••••••••••••• 4 6 6 7 6 4 7 
Four ••••••••••••••••••••••• 4 19 2 13 2 17 2 
Five •••••••••••••••••••••.• 9 5 9 5 10 4 
Six •••••••••••••••••••••••• 7 4 7 7 5 8 
Seven •••••••••.•••••••..•••• 0 10 1 10 1 10 
Eight••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 8 2 8 1 9 
Nine or over ••••••••••••••• 41 1 40 1 51 1 
a basis for decisions concerning retention, promotion, and salary. The 
highest index was for judgments to be made 0 Nine or more" tilll9s during 
the course of the school year for each of the three purposes. "Seven" 
judgments was ranked in tenth place in each cate~ry. When the decision 
concerned salary, the rank of nzero" judgments moved into fifth place. 
Table 207 shows the degree of acceptability by lay people in 
communities of 10,000 to 50,000 population as the number of juigments to 
be made in the course of a school year of teachers not on tenure. The 
Table 207. Degree of Acceptability by 102 Lay People in Comnunities 
of 10,000 to 30,000 Population as the Numb er of Judgments 
to be Made Year 1y of Teachers Not on Tenure 
Number of Times Judgments 
Degree of cceptability 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
Not on Tenure 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) ( 5) (6) (7) 
Zero •...•... .•••....•.• 1 10 3 7 5 4 
One ••••••.••• • ••••••••• 26 1 28 1 49 1 
T'vlO, • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 22 '"' 19 2 13 2 ,:.. 
Three ••• . •••••••••••••• 13 4 4 6 4 6 
Four .••.•••••..••.• .. . • 9 5 10 3 8 3 
Five ••••••••••••.•.•••• 3 6 1 10 5 5 
,.... . 
0 l X ••• • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 7 5 5 2 8 
Seven •• • •.•...•....•.• • l 9 1 a 1 10 / 
~ight .••.•.••.•••••.••• 2 8 2 .8 2 9 
Nine o r over •••••• • •••• 14 3 10 4 3 7 
highest index was for 11 0ne11 judgment to be made yearly of teachers not 
on tenure for retention, promotion, and salary. 11 Two 11 judgments r anked 
second for each of these purposes. Consideration of Tables 204, 205, 
and 2 06 wculd lead to the conclusion that t eachers and staff members 
other than t eachers in communities of 10,000 to 30,000 population were 
mor e concerne d than 1'rere 1 ay p eople tha t a large number of j ud gme nts 
be made of t eachers not on tenure. 
Table 208 and Tables 209 and 210 which folio'; it shov'l' the number 
o f times judgments should b e made y early of the effectiv eness of 
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Table 208. Degree of Acceptability by 360 Teachers in Communitie s of 
10, 000 to 30 , 000 Population as the Number of Judgments to 
be Made Yearly of Teachers on Tenure 
Number of Time s Judgment s 
Degree of Acceptability 
Should be M:ade of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
on Tenure 
Index Rank I ndex Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4 ) ( 5) ( 6) 17) 
Zero .• ....••••.•••.•••. 34 1 4 8 17 2 
One •• • • • ••••••••••••••• 9 4 12 5 17 3 
~~{0 • • • • • •• ••••••••••••• 20 2 19 1 18 1 
Three •• ...•...•••.•••.• 8 5 11 6 11 6 
Four • • • •.•••• • •...• • ••• 10 3 15 2 12 4 
Five •••• . •••...•••••••• 7 6 15 3 12 5 
Six ......... . .... . ..... 4 8 6 7 4 8 
Seven •.•• • . . •••.••.•.•• 0 10 2 9 0 9 
Ei ght .. .. . .. . . . .......• ·o 9 1 10 ·o 10 
Nine or over •• •• • ••• • •• 6 7 13 4 6 7 
teachers on tenure . . The teachers in the communiti es of 10,000 and 
30, 000 reported in Table 208 have ranked "Zero" f i rst as the number 
of times judgments should be made in the course of a schoo~ year for 
retention. For pranotion and salary purposes, the first choice was 
for "Two'' judgments to be made of teachers on tenure . The indices of 
acceptability vary greatly in each of the categories . 
The staff members other than teachers in communities of 10, 000 to 
30,000 population showed in Table 209 no agreement on the rank order of 
the indices in the three categorie s . Fi rst choice as the number of 
judgments to be made for purposes of retention was 11 Zeron. The highest 
~ · 9 · 
Table 209 . Degree of Acce ptability by 104 Staff Members Other Than 
Teachers in Comnunities of 10, 000 to 30, 000 Population 
As the Number of Judgments to be Made Yearly of Teachers 
on Tenure 
Number of Times Judgments 
Degree of Acceptability 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
on Tenure 
Index Rank . I ndex Rank Index Rank 
(1)_ _(2) (3) ( 4 ) (5) (6 ) (7)_ 
Zero •••••••• ~ ••••••••••• 33 1 1 8 12 4 
One ••••••••••••••••• • ••• 14 2 19 2 24 1 
'rv·fo • •••••••••••••••••••• 5 7 13 4 9 6 
Three •••• . ••••••••••• • •• 7 6 7 6 10 5 
Four ••• • ••••• • • • ••••..•• 10 4 16 3 14 3 
k' " ~1ve •••••••.••••••••••.• 9 5 8 5 9 7 
Six .... ................• 3 8 5 7 2 8 
Seven •••.•••••••••••••.• 1 9 1 9 0 10 
Ei ght •••• . ••••••••••••• • 0 10 1 10 1 9 
Nine or over ••••.•••• • •• 13 3 25 1 15 2 
' 
index for promotion purposes v-ras "Nine or more" , and for salary 
decisions the first- ranking index was for "One" j udgment to be made . 
The lowest indices of acceptability were for 11Sevenn and "Ei ght" 
judgme nts . 
Table 210 shows the degree of acceptability by lay people in 
canmunities of 10, 000 to 30, 000 as the number of t:imes judgments should 
be made of the effectiveness of teacoors on tenure as a basis for 
de cis ions concerning retention, promoti en , or sal ar'J . For purposes of 
ret ention 78 per cent of the possibl e index points was assigned to 
Table 210. Degree of Acceptability by 102 Lay People in Communities 
of 10,000 to 50,000 as the Number of Judgments to be 
Made Yearly of Teachers on Tenure 
Number of Times Judgments Degree of Acceptability 
Should be Made of Teachers 
on Tenure Retention Promotion Salary 
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Ind.ex Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (5) (4) (5) 161 17) 
Zero ••••••••••••.•••••••••••. 29 2 2 6 8 
One•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 55 1 49 1 56 
'l'w'o. • • • • • • • • • • • •. • • • • • ·• • • • • • • 14 5 17 2 16 
Three •••••••••••••••••••••••• 10 4 8 5 '4 
Four •••••••••••••.••••••••••• 6 5 7 5 5 
Five ••••••••••••••••...•••.•. 1 6 0 10 1 
Six···••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 9 2 7 0 
Seven •••••••••••.••••••••.••••• 0 10 1 8 2 
Eight •••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 7 1 9 1 
Nine or over ••••••••••••••••• 1 8 8 4 2 
either "Zero", "One", or "Two". The highest index for each purpose, 
retention, promotion, and salary, was for 110ne" judgment to be made 
in the course of a school year. The area of general agreerrert by the 
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three groups of respondents in communities of 10,000 to 30,000 popula-
tion was for more judgments to be made of teachers not on tenure t:.h.an 
of those on tenure. 
4. Degree of Acceptability by the Respondents in 
Cow~ties of Over 50,000 Population 
Number and types of participants.-- The results to be presented in 
this the last section of Chapter VII are those for the three grrups of 
respondents in communities of over 50,000 population consisting of 
568 Teachers, 91 Staff Members other Than Teachers, and 60 Lay People. 
The results obtained for each question in the inquiry fonn s wi..ll be 
presented as received from each of tre se types of respondents. The 
degree of acceptability will be shown in tables containing the "Total 
Weighted Score", the "Index. of AcceptabilitY", ani the "Rank". 
Degree of acceptability of personal characteristics proposed 
for evaluation.-- The first question in the inquiry form requested the 
respondents to evaluate on the scale certain personal characteristics 
for use in determining a teacher's effectiveness. 
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Table 211 expresses tm reactions of the 568 teachers in communities 
of over 50,000 population t o these personal characteristics proposed 
for evaluation. The major portions of the teachers responding assigned 
to each of the personal characteristics scale values from 5, nsomen, 
through s, "Great"• "Emotional stability received the largest total 
weighted score. Ranld..ng in second and third places were "Cooperation" 
and "Attitude toward work" each with an index of acceptability of 92. 
In fourth place was "Dependability "· The least acceptable measures 
of a teacher's effectiveness were "Breadth of interests and talents" 
and "Appearance". There was a range of 17 points in the index figures 
of the degree of acceptability. 
Table 211 . Degree of Acceptability of Personal Characteristics 
for Evaluation by 368 Teachers in Com~unities of Over 
30,000 Population 
Personal Character istics 
Total 
Weighted 
Score 
Index of 
Accept-
ability 
Rw.k 
Jl) 
Habits of work •••••••••••• •• ••••• 
Physical well-being •••••••••••••• 
Emotional s t ability •••• • ••••••••• 
... ~ppearance • •. • • • •••••.•• ..•••... . 
At ti tude toward work ••••••••••••• 
Breadth of interests and 
talents . ........... . .... • ......•. 
Dependability •••••••••• • •••• • •••• 
Cooperation ••••••• ••••••••• . . • • •• 
Sense of proportion ••••••••• • .• • • 
Sense of humor ••••••••••••••••••• 
Adapt ability ••••••••••• • ••• • ••• • • 
(2) 
1557 
1530 
1730 
1419 
1706 
1438 
1685 
1707 
1512 
1476 
1600 
(3) 
84 
83 
94 
77 
92 
79 
91 
92 
82 
80 
86 
{4) 
6 
7 
1 
11 
3 
10 
4 
2 
8 
9 
5 
Table 212 shows the staff members other than teachers i n communities 
of over 30,000 population to differ fran the teachers in the degree of 
acceptability of the pers onal characteristics proposed for evaluation . 
The t wo groups agreed upon the ranks of only t wo items . "Emotional 
s t ability" received the highest index of acceptability. 11Dependabilitytt 
was ranked in s econ.d place . This was f ollmved c l osely by ncooperation" 
and "Attitude toward worku each ·wi th index of 94 . The lowest indices 
were assigned by the staff menbers to "Sense of proportion" and 11 Sense 
of humor" . 
Table 212. Degree of Acceptability of Personal Characteristics far 
Evaluation by 91 Staff Members in Communities of Over 
30,000 Population 
T tal 0 Ind of ex 
Personal Characteristics Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(lJ _(2) (3) (4) 
Habits of work••••••••••••••••• 399 87 5 
Physical well-being•••••••••••• 387 85 7 
Emotional stability •••• •••••••• 449 98 1 
Appearance ••••••••••••...•••..• 568 80 8 
Attitude toward work ••••••••••• 429 94 4 
Breadth of interests and talents 36.7 80 9 
Dependability •••••••••••••••••• 435 95 2 
Cooperation•••••••••••••••••••• 431 94 3 
Sense of Proportion •••••••••••• 366 80 10 
Sense of humor ••••••••••••••••• 359 78 11 
Adaptability •••••••••••••.••••• 389 85 6 
Table 215 shows the degree of acceptability of the personal 
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characteristics proposed for evaluation by the Jay people in communities 
of over 50,000 population. The bulk of the reactions were in tle three 
highest scale values with no weights of less tmn three being assigned 
to "Emotional stabilitY", "Attitude toward work", "DependabilitY", or 
"Cooperation". Seventy-five per cent of tl:::e respondents assigned the 
maximum score to "motional stability ". 
Table 215. Degree of Acceptability of Personal Characteristics far 
Evaluation by 60 Lay People in Communities of Over 50,000 
Population 
Total Irrlex of f .~ ' 
Personal Characteristics Weighted Accept- <> Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2} 15) (4) 
Habits of ~rk ••••••.•••••••..• 245 81 6 
Physical well-being •••••••••••• 224 74 10 
Emotional stability •••••••••••• 284 94 1 
Appearance ••••••••••••••••••••• 226 75 8 
Attitude toward "M>rk ••••••••••• 276 92 5 
Breadth of interests and talents 225 75 9 
Dependability •••••••••••••••••• 278 92 2 
Cooperation ••••••••••.••••••••• 264 88 4 
Sense of proportion •••••••••••• 240 80 7 
Sense of humor ••••••••••••••••• 225 74 11 
Adaptability ••••••••••.••••••.•• 256 85 5 
Acceptability of further measures of a teacher's effectiveness.--
"In judging a teacher's effectiveness, how much weight "M>Uld you give 
to each of the following?" was t}J, second question. 
The degree of acceptability of these measures iB sho"Ml. in Table 
214 for teachers in communities of over 50,000 population. Nearly two 
thirds of the teachers assigned tre highest weight to "Discipline". 
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Table 214 . Degree of Acceptability of Measures of a Teacher's 
Effectiveness by 368 Teachers in Communities of Over 
30,000 Population 
Measures of Effectiveness 
Total 
Weighted 
Score 
Index of 
Accept-
ability 
Rank 
(1) 
Class progress, objective~ 
measured• •••• • ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Use of new rrethods ••••••••• • ••••••• 
Providing for inii vidual 
differences • •.••. . . • ..... . . . •..•. . • 
General instructional skill ••••• • • • 
Control of physicalamditions •••••• 
EconQny of supplies and property ••• 
Clerical efficiency • • • •• • ••• • •••••• 
Discipline . ..... • ..•.. . . .. . •....... 
Sharing school res ponsibility •••••• 
Contributing to "esprit de corps n •• 
Extra- curricular activities •• • •••• • 
Contributing to canmunity progress . 
Activity in professional groups • ••• 
Enriching community life ••••• •• • •• • 
Sensitivity to public reaction • •• • • 
Coo:p3ration vd th laymen in school 
plan.ning • .•••.••• •••• • • ••.•••.••• •• 
Leadership of children in non-
school activitie s •• • •••• • •• • • • •••• • 
(2) 
1396 
1292 
1623 
1669 
1250 
1082 
1099 
1665 
1544 
1512 
1177 
1135 
1205 
1210 
1257 
1240 
1079 
T31 
75 
70 
88 
90 
67 
58 
59 
90 
83 
82 
63 
61 
65 
65 
68 
67 
58 
6 
7 
3 
1 
9 
16 
15 
2 
4 
5 
13 
14 
12 
ll 
8 
10 
17 
The pattern of response for the staff members other than teachers 
in Table 215 agrees only slightly with that for teachers . "General 
instructional skill" rated most highly with an index of 92 . Staff 
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members cons idered "Economy of supplies and property" to have the lowest 
acceptability. 
Table 215. Degree of Acceptability of Measm-e s of a Teacher 1 s 
Effectiveness by 91 Staff Members Ot:ter Than Teacrers 
in Communities of Over 50,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Measures of Effectiveness Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
Class progress, objectively measured •• 577 82 6 
Use of new methods •••••••••••••••••••• 557 74 9 
Providing for individual differences •• 408 89 5 
General instructional skill ••••••••••• 419 92 1 
Control of physical conditions •••••••• 520 70 11 
Economy of supplies and property •••••• 285 62 17 
Clerica~ efficiency ••••••••••••••••••• 295 64 16 
~scipline •.••.•••••••••••••••••..•••• 414 90 2 
Sharing school responsibility •••••••• ~ 404 88 4 
Contributing to II esprit de corps" ••••• 598 87 5 
Extra-curricular activities ••••••••••• 522 70 10 
Contributing to community progress •••• 524 71 9 
Activity in professional groups ••••••• 558 74 7 
Enriching community life •••••••••••••• 518 69 12 
Sensitivity to public reaction •••••••• 515 69 14 
Cooperation with laymen in school 
planl'ling •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 517 69 15 
Leadership of children in non-school 
activities •••••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 295 64 15 
Table 216 reports the reactions of the lay people in communities 
of over 50,000 population to these same measures of a teacmr 1 s 
ef'.fecti veness. The highest score was assi gned to ~-General instructional 
skill". 
) 
Table 216. Degree of Acceptabili ty of Measures of a Teache r 1 s 
Effectiveness by 60 Lay People of Communities of Over 
30,000 Population 
Measures of Effectiveness 
Total 
V!eighted 
Score 
Index of 
Accept -
ability 
Rank 
(l) 
Class progress, objectively 
measured .•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Use of new methods ••••••••••••••••• 
Providing for individual 
differences ••••••..•••••••••••••••• 
General instruction al skill. •••• •• • 
Control of physical conditions ••••• 
Economy of supplies and property ••• 
Clerical efficiency •••••••••••••••• 
Discipline ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Sharing school responsibility •••••• 
Contributing to "esprit de corps" •• 
Extra- curricular activities •••••••• 
Contributing to community life ••••• 
Activity in professional groups •••• 
Enriching community life ••••••••••• 
Sensitivity to publi,c reaction ••••• 
Cooperation with laymen in school 
planning . .•••.•.....•.••.••........ 
Leadership of childr en in non-
school activities •••••••••••••••••• 
(2) 
246 
204 
265 
272 
209 
176 
171 
270 
248 
254 
203 
208 
187 
230 
195 
228 
206 
(3) 
82 
68 
88 
90 
69 
59 
57 
90 
83 
85 
69 
69 
62 
77 
65 
76 
69 
(4) 
6 
12 
3 
1 
9 
16 
17 
2 
s 
4 
13 
10 
15 
7 
14 
8 
ll 
Table 217 shows the reactions of teachers in communities of' over 
' 30,000 population. The total weighted scores were lo;"'er than the 
canparable scores in the first two question. "Amount of pupil progress 
as measure d by standardized tests" was weighted most highly . Pupil 
. ' 
judgment by the "Entire class" was ranked in second place with an 
Table 217. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Determirers of a 
Teacher 1 s Effectiveness by 568 Teachers in CoiiBnuni ties 
of Over 50,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Determiners of Effectiveness Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
.• 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
measured by standardized tests •• 1246 67 1 
2. Pupil judgments on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
Top ten pupils in class ••••••• 1009 54 4 
Entire class ••••••••••••••••••. 1214 65 2 
Lowest ten pupils in class •••• 804 45 6 
5. Teacher judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
Teachers in the building •••••• 1045 56 5 
Teachers not in the building •• 754 40 7 
Committee composed of both 
groups•••••••••••••••···~···•• 975 52 5 
index of 65. Judgment by "Teachers not in the building" was least 
acceptable. 
The responses for tre staff members other than teachers in 
communities of over 50,000 population were summarized in Table 218 
and reveal indices generally similar to those for teachers. Judgment 
. . 
by "Teachers in tl:e building" ranked third in acceptability. Judgment 
by "Teachers not in the building" was not considered of 11 Greattt 
acceptabilj,.ty by any of the staff members responding. "Amount of pupil 
Table 218. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Determirers of 
Effectiveness by 91 Staff Members in Communi ties of 
over 50,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Determiners of Effectiveness Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
1. Amount of pupil progress as 
measured by standardized tests. 519 70 1 
2. Pupil judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used b,y 
Top ten pupils in class •••••• 251 50 5 
Entire class •••••.•••••••••••• 291 65 2 
Lowest ten pupils in class ••• 198 45 6 
5. Teacher judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
Teachers in t~ building ••••• 262 57 5 
Teachers not in the building. 175 58 7 
Committee composed of both 
groups ••••••••••••••••••••••• 246 52 4 
progress as measured by standardized tests" was ex> nsidered to have 
the highest degree of acceptability. Judgment by t~ "Entire class" 
had the second highest index of acceptability as determii:er of 
effectiveness. 
The reactions of the lay people in communities of over 50,000 
population show in Table 219 a higher range of scores than was found 
in the responses of either teachers or the staff members to this 
group of items. The lowest index of acceptabilitywas 46, obtained by 
the "Teachers not in tre building". The highest index was 75, five 
poi nts above the highest index number for teachers or staff members. 
Table 219. Degree of Acceptability of Suggested Determirers of 
Effectiveness by 60 Lay People in Communities of Over 
50,000 Population 
Total Index of 0 ' (~. 
Determiners of Effectiveness Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
1. Amount of pupil progr ess as 
measured by standardized tests.~ 225 75 1 
2. Pupil judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
Top ten pupils in class ••••••• 175 57 5 
Entire class •••••••••••••••••• 224 75 2 
Lowest ten pupils in class •••• 145 48 6 
5. Teacher judgment on a predeter-
mined scale used by 
Teachers in tl:e building •••••• 199 66 4 
Teachers not in the building •• 159 46 7 
Committee com~osed of both 
209 groups •••••••••••.•••••••••••• 69 5 
This index of 75 was for "Amount of pupil progress as mearu:re d by 
standardized tests"• The three groups of Respondents, teachers, 
staff members, other than teachers, and lay people, in communities 
of over 50,000 population agree in assigning tl:e highest degree of 
acceptability to "Amount of pupil progress as ~asured by staniardizea 
' 
tests" as a determirer of effectiveness. 
"Acceptability of evaluation items suggested fof placement in a 
personnel record folder.-- Question l~ submitted to the respondent 
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a group of seven items suggested for placement in a personnel record 
folder for use in making a judgment of a teacher's effectiveness. 
Table 220 reports the reactions of the teachers in communities of 
Table 220. Degree of Acceptability of Items Suggested for Placement 
in a Personnel Record Folder by 568 Teachers in Communities 
of OVer 50~000 Population 
Total Index of 
Items Suggested for Personnel Weighted Accept- Rank 
Record Holder Scare ability 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
1. Reports Gf superviSOrY obser- ,. 
vations •••••••••••••••••••••• 
I 
1547 75 2 
2. Records of further stuqy ••••• 1286 69 5 
5. Records of committee work •••• . 1117 60 5 
4. Reports on extra-curricular 
activities ••••••••••••••••••• 1044 56 6 
5. Standard test records of 
classes taught ••••••••••••••.• 1190 64 4 
6. Reports of community 
activities undertaken by 
the teacher ••.•••••••••••••••• 967 52 7 
7. Reports of special methods 
or materials developed ••••••• 1558 75 1 
over 50~000 population, The frequencies of the weights assigned 
resulted in indices of acceptability ranging from 75 down to 52. The 
teachers in these communities gave the greatest weight to "Reports of 
special methods or materials developed" and to "Reports of supervisory 
observations" • . least acceptable to the teachers was nReports of 
community activities undertaken by the teacher". 
Table 221 reports the reactions of the staff members other than 
Table 221. Degree of Acceptability of Items Suggested for Placement in 
a Personnel Record Folder by 91 Staff Members Other Than 
Teachers in Communities of OVer 50,000 Population 
Tot al Index of 
Items Suggested for Personnel \'Jeighted Accept- Rank 
Record Folder Score ability 
' · 
; 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
1. Reports of supervisory 
observations •••••••••••••••• 565 79 1 
2. Records of further study •••• 509 67 4 
5. Records of committee work ••• 501 66 5 
4. Reports on extra-curricular 
activities•••••••••••••••••• 251 50 7 
5. Standard test records of 
classes taught •••••••••••••• 557 78 2 
6. Reports of community 
activities undertaken by 
the teacher ••••••••••••••••• 249 54 6 
7. Reports of special methods 
or materials developed •••••• 542 75 5 
teachers in the communities of over 50,000 population. The indices 
assigned varied from those assigned by the teachers in Table 220. 
The rank order for staff members other than teachers differed in all 
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but one item. The range for tffi indices of acceptability was 29 points. 
The degree of acceptability by the lay people in communities of 
over 50,000 population are reported in Table 222. Examination reveals 
that nReports of supervisory observations" was most acceptable. 
"Reports of special methods or materials developed" was second wi 1h an 
index three points lower. 
Table 222. Degree of Acceptability of Items Suggested for Placement in 
a ~ersonnel Record Folder by 60 Lay People in Communities 
of Over 30,000 Population 
Total Irrlex of 
Items Suggested for Personnel Vleighted Accept- Rank 
Record Folder Score ability 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
1. Reports of supervisory 
observations •••••••••••••••••• 248 83 1 
2. Records of further study •••••• 217 72 4 
3. Records of committee work ••••• 185 62 5 
4. Reports on extra-curricular 
activities •.••••••••••••••••••• 184 61 6 
5. Standard test records of 
classes taught •••••••••••••••• 228 76 5 
6. Reports of community 
activities undertaken by 
the teacher •••••••••••••••••• .• 183 61 7 
7. Reports of special methods or 
materials developed ••••••••••• 240 80 2 
The "Most" acceptable and ttLeasttt acceptable judges of teaching.-
In Question V the respondents ware asked to indicate the person most 
preferred and the person least preferred as a judge of teaching. 
The preferences of tl::e teachers in communities of over 30,000 
population are presented in Table 223. The ttSup:Jrvising principal" 
was most preferred by one third of the teachers responding. Table 225 
shows the wide variance in the degree o£ acceptability o£ the IErsons 
proposed as judges. The indices for most of the judges were low. The 
total weighted scores in Question V were obtained b,y subtracting the 
frequencies for nLeastn from those for "Most"• The minus sc<res 
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Table 225. Degree of Acceptability as a Judge of Teaching According to 
568 Teachers in Communities of Over 50,000 Population 
Total Index of 
Person Preferred Weighted Accept- Rank 
to Judge Teaching Score ability 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
Superintendent ••••••••••••••••••• 44 11 4 
Supervisors ••••••••••••••••••••• t 50 15 2 
Supervising principal ••••••••••• , 122 55 1 
Teaching principal ••••••••••••••• 49 15 5 
Teacher concerned •••••••••••••••• 2 0 6 
Fellow teachers •••••••••••••••••• 9 2 5 
Pupils •••••••••••.•••••••••••.••• 54 0 8 
Parents ••••..•••.•••••••.•••••••• 61 0 9 
other lay persons •••••••••••••••• 146 0 10 
Educational experts from outside 
the local ~stem ••••••••••••••••• 52 0 7 
resulting for some items were considered as having a zero index. 
Staff members other than teachers reported in Table 224 for 
communities of over 50,000 population show no choice of "Pupils", 
nParents", or "other lay persons" as the most preferred judge of 
teaching. The "Supervising principal" was again ranked first. The 
index of acceptability for "Supervising principal" was more than 12 
times that for "Teaching principal" which was ranked fourth. 
The degree of acceptability for lay people in communities of 
-Table 224 . Degree of Acceptabili ty as a Judge o f Teaching According 
to 91 Staff Members Other Than Teachers in Communities of 
Over 30 ,000 Population 
Person Preferred 
to Judge Teaching 
_( 1 )_ 
Superintendent ••••••••••••••••••• 
Supervisors •••••• •.••••.• • ....•.• 
Su:r:ervising principal ••••• • •••••• 
Tea ching princi pal ••••••••••••••• 
Teache r conc erned •••••••••••••••• 
Fel l ow teache~ •••••••••••••••••• 
Pupils . • . ......•....... . ........ . 
Parents •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other lay persons • ••••••••••••••• 
Sducational eA~erts from outside 
the loca,l system •••• • •••••••••••• 
Total 
Weighted 
Score 
J2) 
13 
16:. 
46 
4 
2 
3 
6 
13 
47 
12 
Index of 
Accept -
ability 
(3) 
14 
17 
50 
4 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Rank 
(4} 
3 
2 
1 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 
10 
8 
over 30 , 000 population is s hown in Tabl e 225 . There was no mention 
by the lay people of "Pupils" , "Parents 11 , or 11 0ther lay p9rsons 11 as 
the most preferred j udge of teaching . The "Supervisors", "Supervisin g 
princi pal", and nTe aching pr i ncipa l 11 received no mention as the least 
preferred judge o f teaching . The 11Supervising princi pal" vias JIDntioned 
as most preferred by one third of the lay pe ople . The index of the 
first- ranked 11 Supervising principal" was ten times that for "Te a ching 
principal11 which vms ranked fourth. 
Table 225. Degree of Acceptability as a Judge of Teaching by 60 Lay 
People in Communities of Over 50,000 Population 
-- . 
Total Index of 
Person Preferred Weighted Accept- Rank 
to Judge Teaching ! Score ability 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
Superintendent ••••••••••••••••••• 17 50 2 
Supervisors •••••••••••••••••••••• 9 15 5 
Supervising principal •••••••••••• 19 52 1 
Teaching principal ••••••••••••••• 2 5 4 
Teacher concerned •••••••••••••••• 4 0 7 
Fellow teachers •••••••••••••••••• 0 0 5 
Pu.pils •.•••••••••• .•••••••..•••••• 8 0 8 
Parents •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 14 0 9 
other Lay persons •••••••••••••••• 21 0 10 
Educational experts from outside 
the local ~stem ••••••••••.•••••• l 0 6 
~97 
Most acceptable combinations of persons to judge teacher effectiveness. 
Questiilm VI asked, "What combination of tre following persons would 
insure the fairest judgment of a teacher 1 s effecti vere ss?" 
The acceptability of the combinations qy the teachers, staff 
members other than teachers, and lay people in tre communities of 
over 50,000 population is reported in Table 226. 
Table 226 . Degree of Acceptability by Resporrlents in Communities of 
Over 30,000 Population as tre Combination of Persons to 
Insure the Fairest Judgment of a Teacrer' s Effectiveness 
Degree of Acceptability 
Combinations Staff Lay Teachers Members People 
(1) (2) lJ) (4) 
1. Administrative, supervisory 
and teaching personnel ••••• 25 23 8 
2. Administrative and super-
visory personnel and educa-
tional experts from outside 
the local system ••••••••••• 28 45 50 
3. Administrative, supervisory 
and teaching personnel arrl 
educational experts from 
outside the local system ••• 13 0 13 / 
4 . Teaching personne.l and . 
educational experts fran 
outside the local system ••• 3 0 3 
The answers to Question VII are surtunar ized in Table 227 for 
teachers in communities of over 30,000 population. The 11Superin-
tendent" was rrentioned most frequently as the person who should make 
these d ecisions as to retention, promotion, or salary. The 11Super-
vising principalrr and the "Supervisors" ranked next to the 11Super-
intendent" as the person to make decisions as to retention a nd pro-
motion . The item ranked second in salary decisions was the "Committee 
•. 
made up of a number of the persons mentioned" • 
Table 227. Degree of Acceptability by 568 _Teachers in Communities of 
Over 30,000 Population as ti:e .t' erson to Make Decisions as 
to Retention, Promotion, or Salary 
Degree of Acceptability 
Person to Make Decision 
Retention Promotion Salary 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)_ 
Superintendent •••••••••••••• 65 1 61 l 67 1 
Assistants to the 
superintendent •••••••••••••• l2 6 14 6 10 6 
Supervisors••••••••••••••••• 51 3 28 3 13 5 
Supervising principal ••••••• 44 2 44 2 22 3 
Teaching principal •••••••••• 17 5 15 5 5 7 
Teacher committee ••••••••••• 9 7 10 7 16 4 
Committee of any of 
the above ................... ~ 25 4 26 4 33 2 
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Table 228 shows the "Superintendent" to be most acceptable to staff 
members other than teachers in conummities of over 501 000 population 
as the person who should make decisions as to retention, promotion, 
and salary. The "Supervising principa~11 received tee second highest 
indices of acceptability as the person who should make decisions as to 
retention and promotion. "The committee nade up of rersons mentioned" 
was ranked second in acceptability for purposes of salary decisions. 
The . "Teaching principal" and the "Teacl"er committee" were least 
acceptable for each of the purposes. 
Table 228. Degree of Acceptability by 91 Staff Members Otter Than 
Teachers in Communities o£ Over 50,000 Populati. on as the 
Person to Make Decisions as to Retention, Promotion, or 
Salary 
Degree of Acceptability 
Person to Make Decision 
Retention Promotion Salary 
Index Rank Index Rank Imex Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Superintendent •••••••••••••• 70 1 70 1 76 1 
Assistants to the 
superintendent •••••••••••••• 25 4 26 4 16 5 
Supervisors ••••••••••••••••• 56 5 35 5 17 4 
Supervising principal ••••••• 56 2 47 2 24 5 
Teaching principal •••••••••• 14 6 16 6 7 7 
Teacher committee ••••••••••• 7 7 4 7 12 6 
Committee of any of 
the above ••••••••••• · •••••••• 25 5 24 5 51 2 
The reactions of the lay people in connnunities of over 30,000 
population to Question VII are reported in Table 229. In each of the 
categories the "Superintendent" was mentioned by more than 70 per cent 
of this group of lay people. In each category the items ~ntioned 
least frequently were mentioned by not more than ten per cent of those 
possible. The lay respondents in the communities of over 50,000 
population agreed with the teac~rs and tl:e staff members other than 
:l 00 
teachers that making decisions as to retention, promotion, and salary 
was an administrative and supervisory function. The "Superintendent" 
Table 229 . Degree of Acceptability by 60 Lay People in Communities 
of Over 30,000 Population as the Person to Make Decisions 
as to Retention, Promotion, or Salary 
Degree of Acceptability 
Person to Make Decision Retention Promotion Salary 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5 ) (6) _(7) 
Superintendent ••••••••••• 71 1 71 1 75 1 
Assistants to the 
superintendent ••••••••••• 13 6 20 5 8 5 
c • oupe rv~sors •••••••••••••• 25 3 26 4 7 7 
Supervising principal •••• 41 2 38 2 20 3 
Teaching principal ••••••• 16 5 16 6 13 4 
Teacher committee •••••••• 10 7 7 7 8 6 
Committee of any of 
the above •••••••••••••••• 21 4 26 3 25 2 
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in ·'1uestion VII was the item maintaining consistently the highest d e·gree 
of acceptab ility. 
Time available for determining a teacher's effectivenes.i.-- In 
Question VIII t he respondents were asked, "How much time does each of 
the follovdng have to judge a teacher's effectiveness in your school?" 
Table 230 shows the summary of the responses to this question by 
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the teachers in the communities of over 50,000 populatlon. The per cents 
Table 250. Amount of Time Available for Juiging a Teacher 1 s 
Effectiveness According to 568 Teachers in Conmnmities 
of Over 50,000 Population 
Total 
Person to Judge Weighted Per Cent Rank 
Score 
(1) (2) (5) (4) 
Superintendent •••••••••• ; ••••••• 758 40 4 
Supervising principal ••••••••••• 1556 72 2 
Supervisors •••••••••••••••• , ••••• 1074 58 5 
Teaching principal ••••• ~ •••••••• 695 57 7 
Fellow Teachers ••••••••••••••••• 696 57 6 
Pu.pils ••••••••••• •.•••••••• • ••••• 1589 75 1 
Parents, ••••••••••••• , ••••••• , •••••. 728 59 5 
Other lay persons., ••••• · ••••••••• 494 26 8 
appearing in column 5 of Table 250 are not truly indices of acceptability. 
They represent the number of points scored out of a possible 100 to 
indicate the amount of time available. In Table 250 the 11 Pupils" 
ranked first in the amount of time available to judge teaching. In 
second place with a percentage score of 72 was the 11 Su~riising 
principal". 
In Table 251 the staff members other than teachers in communities 
of over 50,000 population have placed the nsu~rvising principal" in 
first place as having the most time available to judge teaching. 
"Parents" and not her Lay persons 11 were cons i dered to have the l east 
time available. The "Superintendent", "Fellow Teachers n, and 110ther 
Table 231 . Amount of Time Available for Judging a Teacher's 
Effectiveness According to 91 St af f .Members Other Than 
Teachers in Communities of Over 30, 000 populat i on 
Total Index of 
Person to Judge Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(l) (2 ) -c 3T 141 
Superint endent ••• · ·· · ••••••• •• • • 177 38 4 
Supervising principal ••••••••••• 376 82 1 
Supervisors ••••••••••••••••••••• 296 65 3 
Teaching principal •••••••••••• •• 160 35 5 
Fellov.; teachers .. "" .• •• • . • • •.••• 150 32 6 
Pupils • .•..•••.. · .••.•.•.•..••• • • • 309 67 2 
Parents •• . ..•••..• • ••••.••••. • .. 149 32 7 
Other lay pers ons •••• • • • •••• • ••• 108 23 8 
!) 03 
lay pe r sons 11 received no mention as having a 11 Great 11 amount of time to 
judge teacher effectiveness . 
Minimurll amount of time necessary to judge the quality of teaching . -
"Encircle the number of the one of the following which repres·ents the 
mini mum amount of time necessary to judge the cpality of teaching" , was 
asked as Question IX . 
Table 232 reports the degree of acceptabilit y by teachers in com-
munitie s of over 30, 000 population of items as being the minimum amount 
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of time necessary to judge the quality of teaching. The reader should 
note that the 368 reponses are spread over five items and that the 
sum of indices of acceptability ·would be 100. The index for 11Some · 
Table 232 . Degree of Acceptability by 368 Teachers in Conmunities 
of over 30,000 Population as the tinimum Amount of 
Time Necessary to Judge Teaching 
Total Index of 
Amount of Time Weighted Accept- Rank 
Score ability 
(ll (2) _(3 )_ (4) 
Less than class period ••••••••••• 14 3 5 
Full class period •••••••••••••••• 26 7 4 
Several part periods ••••••••••••• 70 19 3 
Several full periods ••••••••••••• 101 27 2 
Some .r:art and some full 
pericxi s •••••••••••••••••••••.•••• 155 42 1 
part and s cme full periods 11 was six times that of the "Full class period" 
vvhich vms ranked fourth. None of.the itans was selected by a majority 
of the teacher respon:lents. 
The ranJ.c order of the items for staff members other than teachers 
in communities of over 30,000 population reported in Table 233 was the . 
s ame as that for the teachers in Table 232. The index of acceptability 
by staf f mEmbers was 18 points more than by teachers for "Some part and 
s cme full pe ricxis". This item was selected by 60 per cent of the staff 
member s resporrling. The "Full class period 11 Vihich was ranked fourth 
had an index of acceptability one twelfth that of the first-ranking 
item. It may be concluded from these results that to be acceptable 
Table 255. Degree of Acceptability by 91 Staff Members otrer Than 
Teachers in Communities of OVer 50,000 as the Minimum 
Amount of Time Necessary to Jui ge Teaching 
Total Index of 
Amount of Time Weighted Accept- I§nk 
· Score ability 
_{_1) (2) (B) (4) 
~ss than class period ••••••••• 4 4 5 
Full class period ••••.•••••••••• 5 5 4 
Several part periods ••••••••••• 11 12 5 
Several full periods ••••••••••• 16 17 2 
Some part and rome full 
periods•••••••••••••••••••••••• 55 60 1 
to~ac~rs or staff members other than teachers considerable time 
must be spent in making a judgment of a teacher's effectiveness. 
Acceptability as the number of times during a school year for 
judgments of a teacher's effectiveness.~ Question X asked the 
respondents to indicate the number of times dur.l. ng a school year 1hat 
judgments of a teacher's effectiveness should be made as a basis for 
decisions concerning retenti.. on, promotion, and sal.ary. The respondents 
were asked to consider two groups of teachers, those not on tenure and 
those on tenure. This was not a scaled question arrl no weights were 
assigned. Consequently the sum of the responses to one phase of the 
~05 
question equalled the total number of respondents. The data are 
presented first for teachers not on tenure. 
Table 254 reports the degree of acceptability by teacmrs in 
Table 234. Degree of Acceptability by 568 Teachers in Communities of 
Over 50,000 Population as the Number of Tilie s Judgments 
Should be Made Yearly of Teachers Not on Tenure 
Degree of Acceptability 
Number of Times Judgments 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
Not on Tenure 
Index Rank Index Rank Iniex Rank 
(l) (2) (5) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Zero ••••••••••••••••••••••• l 9 1 10 11 5 
One •••••••••••••••••••••••• 7 7 9 5 14 2 
Two•••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 5 8 6 8 7 
Three •••••••••••••••••••••• 11 4 12 5 10 6 
Four ••••••.•••••••••••••••• 15 5 12 4 12 4 
Five ••••••••••••••••••••••• 14 2 14 2 15 5 
Six•••••••••••••••••••••••• 7 6 7 7 7 8 
Seven •••••••••••••••••••••• 1 10 2 9 1 10 
Eight •••••••••••••••••••••• 5 8 6 8 4 9 
Nine or over ••••••••••••••• 27 1 24 1 18 1 
cominuni ties of over 50, 000 popul.a tion as the number of t:im!!l s d uti ng a 
school year judgments of a teacher's effectiveness should be made as a 
basis for decisions concerning retention, promotlon, and salary. The 
largest imex figure for retention, promotion, and salary was for ttNine 
or more" judgments to be made. There was no consistency in the otmr 
responses. 
Table 235 shows the degree of acceptability by staff members other 
than teachers in communities of over 50,000 population as the number of 
judgments of a teacher's effectiveness to be made ;yearly as a basis 
Table 255. Degree of Acceptability by 91 Staff Members Otmr Than 
Teachers in Communities of Over 50,000 Population as the 
Number of Judgments to be Made Yearly of Teaca,rs Not 
on Tenure 
Degree of Acceptabi.lity 
Number of Times Judgments 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
Not on Tenure 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) _{2) (5) (4_) (5) (6) (71 
Zero •••••• ••••••••...••.••••• 0 10 1 8 15 5 
One ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 15 5 16 2 19 2 
Two ••••••••••••••••••••••••• · 2 7 2 7 6 6 
Three••••••••••••••••••••••• 8 5 9 5 8 5 
FoUl' ••••••••••••••••••••••.•• 14 2 13 5 15 4 
Five •••••••••••••••••••••••• 5 6 7 6 2 8 
Six••••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 4 15 4 4 7 
Seven ••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 8 l 9 l 9 
Eight •••••••••••••••••••••• .• 2 9 l 10 0 10 
Nine or over •••••••••••••••• 41 l 54 l 29 l 
for decisions concerning retention, promotion, and salacy. ~ highest 
frequency was for judgments to be made "Nine or more" times during 
the course of a school year for retention, promotion, and salary. 
Table 256 shows the degree of acceptability by lay people in 
communities of over 50,000 population as the number of judgments to be 
aos: 
made in the course of a school year of teachers not on tenure. The 
highest frequency was for "Two" judgments to be made fCil' retention ani 
nOne" judgment to be made for promotion and salary. Consideration of 
Table 254, 255, an:i 256 would lead to the conc~usion that teach! rs 
Table 256. Degree of Acceptability by 60 Lay People in Communities of 
Over 50,000 Population as the Number of Juigments to be Made 
Yearly of Teachers Not on Tenure 
Degree of Acceptability 
Numbef of Times Juigment 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
Not on Tenure 
Imex Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(l) (2) (5) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Zero •••••••••••• ·• • • • • • • • • • 2 7 2 7 5 7 
One •••••••••••••••••.•••••• 16 4 56 1 46 1 
'I'rio • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •. • • 26 l 54 2 26 2 
Three •••••••••••••••••••••• 20 5 5 5 7 5 
Four ••••••••••••••••••••••• 22 2 10 5 5 4 
Five ••••.•••....••••.•.•••• 5 6 5 6 5 5 
s~ ....................... • 2 8 2 8 0 9 
Seven •••••••••••••••••••••• 0 10 0 10 0 10 
Eight•••••••••••••••••••••• 2 9 2 9 2 8 
Nine or over ••••••••••••••• 7 5 7 4 5 6 
and staff members were more concerned than were lay people that a large 
number of judgments of a teacher's effectiveness be made for teachers 
not on tenure. 
Table 257 and Tables 258 and 259 which follow it Sl.ow tte number 
of times judgments should be made of teachers on tenure. The teachers 
in communities of over 30,000 population reported in Table 237 have 
ranked nzero" first as the number of judgments to be mde for ret ention 
and salary of teachers on tenure. For promoticn purposes the f i rst 
choice was for 11 Tvvo 11 judf§Uents to be mi de. The indices of acceptability 
Table 237 . Degree of Acceptability by 368 Teachers in Communities of 
Over 30,000 Population as the Number of Judgments to be 
Made Yearly of Teachers on Tenure 
Number of Times Judgments 
Degree of Accepta~ility 
Shoull be Made of Teachers Retention , Prcmotion Salary 
on Tenure 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Tb) (7) 
Zero . •....•••••••••••• 35 1 4 8 23 1 
One •••••••••• ••••••••• 15 3 17 2 20 2 
Two •••• ••••••••••••••• 17 2 17 1 16 3 
Three •••••••. ..•••••.• 9 4 11 5 9 4 
Foll!' •••••••.•••••••••• 8 5 13 4 9 5 
Five ••.•••••.. .....••• 5 6 - 11 6 8 6 
Six ..... .............. 2 8 7 7 3 8 
Seven •.•••.•..•.•••..• 0 10 1 10 0 10 
Eig;tlt • •••••••••••••••• 1 9 2 9 2 9 
Nine or over •••••••••• 4 7 14 3 5 7 
vary greatly in each of the categories. 
The staff members other than teachers in communities of over 30,000 
population showed in Tables 238 no a greement on the rank order of tbe 
indices of acceptability for each of the purposex. First choice as the 
number of judgments to be made yearly for both retention and salary 
was nzero". For promotion purposes the f:ir st choice was :for nOnen 
judgment to be made of' teachers on tenure. "Seven' juigments was 
least acceptable in each of the three categories. 
Table 258. Degree of' Acceptability by 91 Sta:ff Members Other Than 
Teachers in Communities of' Over 50,000 Population as 
the Number of' Juigments to be Made Yearly of' Teachers 
on Tenure 
Degree of' Acceptability 
Number of Times Judgments 
Should be Made of' Teachers Retention Promotion Salary 
on Tenure 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(1) (2) (5) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Zero ••••••••••••••••••••••• 26 1 5 8 25 1 
One •••••••••••••••••••••••• 17 5 19 1 21 2 
'I'w'o •••••••••••••••••••••••• 18 2 16 5 17 5 
Three •••••••••••••••••••••• 6 5 15 4 7 5 
Four ••••••••••••••••••••••• 4 7 8 5 4 6 
Five ••••••••••••••••••••••• 4 8 7 6 5 8 
Si.x. • • • • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •· 5 6 7 7 4 7 
Seven •••••••••••••••••••••• 0 10 l 10 0 10 
Eight •••••••••••••••••••••• 2 9 2 9 1 9 
Nine or over ••••••••••••••• 14 4 19 2 16 4 
Table 259 shows tre degree of acceptability by lay people in 
communities of over 50,000 as tm number of times judgments of 
effectiveness should be made in the course of a school year of 
teac:ters on tenure. For purposes of retention, promotion, and salary 
the lay people indicate "One" judgment to be most acceptable. For 
salary purposes 91 per cent of the possible index points was assigned 
to either "Zero" , 110ne 11 , or 11 Two 11 • Consideration of the tables showing 
degree of acceptability by the respondents in the communities of over 
30,000 population leads to the conclusion that to be acceptable more 
jud&nents should be made of teachers not on tenure than of the teachers 
on tenure . 
Table 239. Degree of Acceptability by 60 Lay People in Communities 
of Over 30,000 Population as the Number of Judgments to 
be Made Yearly of Teachers on Tenure 
Degree of Acceptability 
Number of Times Judgments 
Should be Made of Teachers Retention Prcmotion Salary 
on Tenure 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
(l) (2) (3) (4) ( 5) (61 (7) 
Zero ••••••••••••••••••• 31 2 0 9 10 3 
One •••••••••••••••••••• 37 1 53 1 60 l 
'JVTO • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 21 3 26 2 21 2 
Three • •.••.•..••••.••.• 3 L~ 7 3 3 4 
Four ••••••••••.•••.•.•• 3 5 3 4 2 6 
Five . ...•.......•.•...• 3 6 2 7 3 5 
c• o~x·••••••••••••••••••• 0 9 3 5 0 7 
Seven ••••••.••••••••••• 0 10 2 8 0 8 
Eight • ••••.•••••••.•••• 2 7 0 10 0 9 
Nine or over ..••.••...• 2 8 3 6 0 10 
CHAP~'ER VIII 
SUi>ill'I.ARY AND CONClhUSIONS 
Chapter VIII, the final chapter , wil l briefly survey 
the procedure of this study, dravv conclusions from the 
results obtained, indicate the implications of these con-
clusions, and suggest possible extensions of the study . 
The problem posed in the study .-• The purpose of the 
s tudy was to discover the extent that measures of teacher 
competence and methods of applying them are accepted by those 
persons concerned with the evaluation of teachers, i.e., 
those being evaluated, those doing t he evaluating, and school 
patrons . For this purpose it has endeavored to determine 
the nDe gree of Acceptability" of proposa.ls which have al-
ready been advanced in terms of the :r·at io of the sum of' the 
actual scores given by all judges on each item to the max-
immn possible score by all judges for that item. The pro-
posed measures and methods were fotmd in the literature on 
the theory and practice of teacher evaluation . 
Two basic assumptions were: first, that measures of 
competence and methods of applying them have v~rying de grees 
of acceptability; second, that the degree of acceptability 
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will affect the successful use of the elements when in-
corporated into an evaluation program. 
Steps toward the solution of the problem.-- A substant-
ial amount of agreement has been reached as to what c onsti-
tutes g ood teaching and as to the characteristics of a goo d 
teacher. The pertinent literature in the field of teacher 
evaluation was reviewed in Chapter II. The emphasis was 
plac e d on those studies of historical significance and those 
which were basic to this investi gation. The studies reviewed 
showed that attempts at evaluation have taken many forms and 
have been carr•ied on in many ways. 
The literature reviewed in Chapter I± and additional 
.• 
books, periodicals, unpublished materials, rating scales, 
checklists, and other recommendations in reference included 
in the bibliography were examined and analysed carefully to 
isolate e very measure of competence or method of determining 
comp etence sugge sted in any of these sources. This was done 
very carefully to make certain that the inquiry form sub-
~~tted to the survey population would be truly representative 
of the thought and prac tice in the areas of evaluation of 
teachers for superv i sion or for rela ting salary to competence. 
The degree of acceptability of these suggestions for teacher 
evaluation w.as measure d by obt aining the reactions of a survey 
population, consisting of teachers , staff members other than 
ul 4 . 
teachers, and lay people as being those most concerned with 
a program for teacher evaluation. 
The reaction-s of the survey population to the items sub-
mitted in the inqufry form have been reported in Chapters V, 
VI, and VII. The results of the machine tabulation have been 
presented and have b~en analysed to indicate the acceptability 
of the proposed measures and methods of determining teacher 
c6mp etence. The degree of acceptability of the items in each 
of the ten que s tion.s in the inquiry forn;t has been pre sen ted 
in detail for each of the three groups, teachers, staff mem-
bers other than teachers, and lay people. Chapter V showed 
the results for the entire survey population, Chapter VI .for 
communities having and those not having a merit-salary pro-
gram, and qhapter VII for communities in four popu~ation 
groups. 
The conclusions which may be drawn from the investiga-
tion.-- The purpose of the study was to obtain the reactions 
of those being evaluated, those doing the evaluating, and 
school patrons to the measures of competence and the methods 
of determining competence which have been proposed for 
teacher evaluation. 'l'he.se reactions were treated and expressed 
in Chapters V, VI, and VII as the "degree of ac-Ceptability" 
of the items in each of the quest ions .submitted to the survey 
populat.ion. No recommendation has been made for including 
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a particular item in an eva.lua tion program. The i terns have 
been reported as having a certain de gre e of acceptability to 
the various groups participating in the study. Those involved 
in developing a program of teacher evaluation should interpret 
the degree o f acceptability of any measure or method in the 
light of conditions prevailing in their local situation. 
It may be stated as a general conclusion that there was 
a broad area of a greement on the acceptability of the items 
to each o f the gr oups concerned. A number o f variations oc-
curred, however, a nd these will be mentioned. 'l'he conclusions 
to be drawn would seem to be most significant when stated in 
terms of the items in each question having the highest degree 
of acceptability. VVi th these should be noted any signific ant 
differences for either of the three groups of respondents in 
any o f the community groups participating. 
Consideration of the results for the entire g~aup of 
respondents reported in Chapter V revealed the following 
personal characteristics to have the highest de gree of accept-
ability: (1) Emotional stability; (2) Dependability; (3) 
Attitude toward work; and ( 4) Coopel'ation . The personal 
characteristic of least acceptability was "Appearance". As 
further measur e s of a teacher 's effectiveness, " Discipline", 
"General instructional skill" , and 11 Providing f or individual 
differences" were very highly acceptabl e to each of the groups 
~16. 
concerned . In additi on t o the reports of supervisory 
staff members , nAmount of pupil progr•ess as measured by 
standardized tests" had the greatest degree of accepta bility 
by teachers, staff members, and lay pe ople. The teachers, 
staff membe r s , and le.y people agree also on "Reports of 
supel~visory observations 11 as the most acceptable item for 
pl a cement in a persoP..nel recor d folder. 
The three group s in the investisation have indic ated 
the following a s the order of their preference as a jud ge 
o f a teacher's effectiveness: (l) Supervising pr inc ipal; 
(2) Su p erintendent ; and (3) Supervisors . Least prefe r ence 
was for "Parents" and "Other lay _rJe rsons ". The combination 
of persons wh i ch would insure the fairest judgment of a 
teacher 's effectiveness was cons idered to b e one consisting 
o f administrative and supe rvisory pe rsonnel and educational 
experts from outside the local system. The superintendent 
had the highest degree of acceptability as the person who 
should make de c is i ons as to re t ent ion , promotion, o r sal ary . 
The t eachers and staff members other than teachers con-
sidered the supe r v ising principal to be t he pers on on the 
faculty hav i n g the most time to be in a p osition to judge 
teachins effe c ti venes s . To be hi gj1ly a cceptable to teache.cs 
or staff members considerable time mus t be spent in mak i n g 
a judgment of a teacher's effectiveness . Teachers and staff 
members were much more concerned than were lay p eople that 
judgments be made often of the effe ctiveness of teachers 
not on tenure. For te a chers on tenure the entire group felt 
that more judgments should be made as a b asis for decisions 
c onc e rnine; promotion than f o r s a l a ry. 
Chapt e r VI reported the resul ,t s for c ommuniti e s having 
a merit-salary p rogr am and f or those communi ti e s not having 
a merit-salary program . The three groups of respondents in 
communities having a merit-salary pro gram agree only on 
"Emotional stability" as the most important p ersonal charac-
ter istic f or judging a teacher's effectiveness . The respond-
ents f orm communities not having a meri t-salary pro gram rank 
"Attitude t oward woJ•k" alone wi th "Emotional stabili ty " as 
being highly acceptable. Respondents in both grou9 R of 
conrrnuni ties consider "Discipline ", 11 General instructi onal 
skill 1~ and " Provision for individu al differences " most 
accep t able as further measures of a teacher's effectiveness. 
In addi tior- ta repor t s of supervisory s taff me mbe r s , " A."!l.oun t 
of p u p il pr·ogress as measure d by standardized t es ts 11 h ad 
the hi ghe s t de gree of acceptability by respondents in com-
munities wi th and t hose without a merit-salary pro gram. The 
teachers in both types of co!mlluniti e s selected !IR~ports of 
s p ecial me thods or materials develo}Rl 11 as most ac cep table 
f or pl a cement in a personnel recor d folder . Al·l gr oup s of 
respondents in the s e communities assi gned either first or 
second r ank in acceptabil ity to "Reports of superv isory 
obs e rvations " for placement in a personnel r ecord fol der. 
In communities without a merit-salary pro gram the sup er-
vising p rincipal was the ~ilost a cceptable judge of teaching 
t o all groups of respondents except the l ay people to whom 
the sup erintenden t was most acceptable. The combination of 
persons which would insure the fairest judgment o f te a cher's 
effect iveness was considered by respondents i n communiti e s 
with and those vii thout a merit-salary prog rarn to be one con -
s istin g o f administrative and sup er visory personne l and ed-
ucational experts from outside the local system. The super-
i ntendent ha d the highest de 6 ree of acceptability by all 
groups as the p erson who shoul d make decisions as to reten -
tion , promotion , and salary. 
The respondents from communities havin3 and from thos e 
not having a merit-salary pro gram considered the supervising 
prin cipal to be t he faculty member having the most time to 
be i n a position to judge teaching effectiveness. To b e h i sh-
ly a cceptable to these respondents c onsiderable time must b e 
spent in making a judgment o f a t e acher's e ffecti vene ss . 
Teachers and staff members in both type s of c ommunities wer e 
more conce r ne d t h an were lay people that judgment be made 
often o f the e f fectiveness of teachers not on t e nure. F or 
teachers on tenure more judgments should be made as a basis 
for decis i ons concerning p romo ti on than for retention or 
salary. 
Chapter VII presente " the reactions of the respondents 
in cormnunities of four populatic n sizes. The personal 
char a cteristic for evaluation having the highest de gree of 
acceptability for co~il!nunities o f under 5, 0 00 population 
was "Att itude toward work". "Emotional stability" was the 
most acceptable personal characteris tic in the groups of 
larger co~rrunities. Respondents in all sizes of co rmnunities 
consi der " Dis cipline", " General instructional sl{ill 11 , and 
" Providing for individual d:if'fer ences 11 most acceptable as 
further measures of a teacher's effectivenes~. In additi on 
to the reports of supervisory staff members , " Amount of 
pup il pro gre ss as measured by standardized tests" had the 
• 1' 9 ' " . . . 
gr e atest de6ree . of acceptability in all sizes o f communities. 
11R~ ports of sup ervisory observations" was the most acceptable 
i tem for placement in a personnel record folder to aid in 
mal::ing a judgment of a teacher's effectiveness. 
The sup3 rvising principal was the 1nost acceptable jud e 
of t ee.chin g to teacher s , staff member s, and lay people in 
all sizes of communities in the study. The combination of 
persons which would insure the fairest judgment of a teacher's 
effectiveness was considered by respondents in ~ll sizes of 
communities to be one consisting of administrative ~~d super-
visory personne l and educational experts from outside the 
loc al system. The superintendent had the highest de gree of 
acceptability by all groups as the person who should make 
decisions as to retention, promotion, and aalary. 
The respondents from comrnuni ti e s of each of the four 
population sizes considered the supervising principal to be 
the faculty member having the most time to be i n a position 
to judge teaching effectiveness . These respondents also 
felt that considerable time must be spent in making a judg-
ment of a teacher's effectiveness . Teachers and staff members 
other than teachers were more c oncerned than were lay people 
that judgments be made often of the effectiveness of teachers 
not on tenure. For teachers on tenure few judgments need be 
made to be a cceptable by the respondents in the four com-
munity size groups . However, the staff members other than 
teachers in communities of 5,000 to 10,000 and 10,000 to 
30,000 population believed that judgments of teachers on 
tenure should be made often as a basis for decisions conc ern-
ing promotion . 
Implications o f the study.-- A basic assump tion in the 
study was that the degree of acceptability of a measure or 
a method by each of the three groups concerned would affec t 
its successful use as a part of a program for the evaluation 
·-· •,).11 1,) ... . 
of teacher effectiveness. The c onclusions drawn from this 
study are offered as guides to the selection o f those 
methods and me asures of dete rmining competence whi ch would 
be mo st conducive to the for•mulation of an acc ep table p ro-
gram of teacher evaluation. Any g roup cha.rged with the 
responsibility fore volving a progr am for the determi nation 
of teacher comp etence may avoid those items having a low 
de gree of accep tability. The success or failure of any 
pro gram for teacher evaluati on may be determined by the 
degree of acceptability of its provisions to the teachers, 
s taff members other than te a chers, and lay people concerned 
with it. 
Su g gestions for further reaearch.-- Certain limitations 
have been imp osed on thls investigation which have restricted 
the application o f its finding s. Restrictions in the scope 
of the study have been made necessary by a minimum of time and 
f inancial backing. This has left unanswered some questions 
the answers to which the author feels should be pur sued 
further. Th e se unanswered questions have a r isen in two ways: 
1. I:..,imitations were i nposed on the extent of the study 
when it was u nder taken so tha t it mi e;ht be restr icted 
enough to be definitive. 
2. During the course of the investigation, problems 
arose and possibilities for further research 
presented themselves which could not be br ought 
to conclusion. 
The major suggestions for further research which should be 
made in areas closely associated with this investigation are: 
1. Submit to the test of acceptability random samplings 
of the original lists of items prepared for this 
study. 
2. Extend the procedures of this investigation geo-
6raphically as a check on the findings and to make 
the finding s more generally applicable. 
3. Extend the procedures of this investigation numeri-
cally as a check on the findings and to make the 
find:Lngs more generally applicable. 
4. Refine further the data available tn this study to 
determine the extent to which the items would be 
acceptable by other groups concerned, such as, 
"Teachers of primary grades" or "School committee 
members." 
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List of Massachusetts Communities 
Participating in the Investigation 
Amherst 16. Melrose 
Bourne 17. Natick 
Concord 18. North Adams 
Concord 19. North Jindover 
Easthampton 20. North Reading 
Everett 21. Provincetown 
Falmouth 22 . Reading 
Franklin 23. Rockport 
Holyoke 24. Salem 
Lexington 25. Somerset 
Lincoln 26. Stoneham 
Longmeadow 27. West Springfield 
Malden 28 . Westwood 
Manchester 29. \fV illiams town 
Medford 30. Winchendon 
3 3 1 
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Copy of Request Sent to Superintendents 
IVIr . • • • . . • • 
Superintendent of Schools 
, Mass. 
Dear I'..Ir . 
),___n invest i gation in the area of measuring teacher competenc e 
i s currently bei ng conduct ed a t Bos ton University. It seeks 
to determine the degr e e of acc eptance of mBasures of t eacher 
comgetence and methods of applying them. 
~"Je fe el thclt all proposals for .meas uring teacher compe tence 
are of pr i mary interest to thr ee groups : those being evalu-
ated , thos e doi ng the evaluat ing , and school patrons . There-
fore we are asking groups of s chool people and l ay peopl e to 
he l p by indicating their reactions to suggestions for tea cher 
evaluation. 
. . • . • has been selected as a comnunit y which fits i nt o 
our pattern of inq_uiry . Since there is a ·widespread int er est 
in teacher evaluation and s ince valid methods of tea cher eval-
ua tion are so i mp ortant in education, vJe f eel that you will 
want to assist in thi s project in two ways: 
1. Comp l et ing the accompanying inquiry f orm and return-
ing it in the envelop e provided 
2 . Making available a list of the faculty members in 
your system. 
The lists of names and addresses provided will be used only 
for t he purposes of this investigati on and will be returned 
up on your request. 
Cop i es of the results of this inves tigation will be available, 
and an abstract v.Jill be sent to those schools req_uesting it. 
t he success of the project depends upon your participation , 
and you may be assured that your confidence will be r e spected . 
Thank you, 
33:8 
Copy of Second Request for List of Faculty Niembers 
J\tlr . • ••••••••••• 
Superintendent of Schools 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' Mass. 
Dear Jvir. . .........• : 
Thank you very much for com~J le ting the inquiry form whi ch was 
sent to you recently a s a par t of our inves tigation of teacher 
competence.. Your cooperation will help to insure the success 
of this project. 
Our pattern of inquiry is to poll selected lay people and the 
staffs of the schools in the communities chosen. Inquiry forms 
have already been sent to the members of the school cornmittee 
and the presidents of service clubs in •.•••• We should 
l ike now to contact the members of your faculty. 
In order that the survey may be completed in ..... , would 
you k indly send us a list of f aculty members. The list of 
addresses provided will be used only for the purposes of this 
inve stigation and will be returned upon your reques t. 
Thank you, 
BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
Investigation of Teacher Competence 
----- ---~·-------
-· ----- ------ -- -· 
An investigation in the area of teacher competence is currently being 
conducted at Boston University. It seeks to determine the degree of acceptance 
of proposals which have been ad':'anced for evaluating a teacher's effectiveness. 
We feel that all proposals for .determining teacher competence are of 
primary interest to three groups: those being evaluated, those doing the evaluat-
ing, and school patrons. Therefore we are asking groups of school people and 
lay people to help by indicating their reactions to suggestions for teacher evalua-
tion. 
Since there is a widespread interest in teacher evaluation, and since 
valid methods of teacher evaluation are so important in education, we feel that 
you will want to assist in this project by completing the accompanying inquiry 
form and returning it in the envelope provided. The success of the investigation 
depends upon your participation, and you may rest assured that your conf!dence 
will be respected. 
_ ..Tha,nk---¥QU, 
Everett G. Thistle 
Research Worker 
Copy of Coverin g Letter Sent to Teacher~ 
BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
Investigation of Teacher Competence 
Inquiry Form For Teachers 
335 
N? 
Please answer the questions on the following pages according to the instructions for each. It should be not· 
ed in the questions involving weighting that only three points are defined. The figures 2 and 4 are inter-
mediate points between Little and Some and Some and Great, respectively. In all questions write in any 
important items which you feel have been omitted. The information given will be used for statistical pur-
poses only. 
Years of 
Teaching 
Experience- ·----
Encircle 
1. None 
2. One 
3. Two 
4. Three 
5. Four to SLx 
6. Seven to Nine 
7. Ten to Twelve 
Respondent's Educational Experience 
Years of Years of 
Administrative Supervisory 
Experience------- . _ Experience 
Encircle Endrcle 
1. None 1. None 
2. One 2. One 
3. Two 3. Two 
4. Three 4. Three 
5. Four to Six 5. Four to Six 
6. Seven to Nine 6. Seven to Nine 
7. Ten to Twelve 7. Ten to Twelve 
8. Thirteen to Fifteen 8. Thirteen to Fifteen 8. Thirteen to Fifteen 
9. Over Fifteen 9. Over Fifteen 9. Over Fifteen 
Encircle the one figure which indicates your major teaching assignment 
1. Kindergarten 
Grades 1-3 
Grades 4-6 
Grades 7-9 
Grades 10-12 
Gr ades 13-14 
Other 
In your opinion 
Please Specify_ 
Determining the Teacher's Effectiveness • Factors 
how much weight should be given to each of the following personal characteristics 
determining a teacher's effectiveness? Encircle the figure which indicates the amount. 
Little Some Great 
1) 1 2 3 4 5 . Habits of work 
2) 1 2 3 4 b Physical well-being 
1 2 3 4 5 Emotional stability 
4) 1 2 3 4 5 Appearance 
5) 1 2 3 4 !3 Attitude toward work 
6) 1 2 3 4 5 Breadth of interests and talents 
7) 1 2 3 4 5 Dependability 
8) 1 2 3 4 5 Cooperation 
9) 1 2 3 4 5 Sense of proportion 
1 2 3 4 5 Sense of humor 
1 2 3 4 5 Adaptability 
in 
/ 
~-
TV. The following items have been suggested for placing in a personnel record folder for use in making an 
evaluation of a teacher's effectiveness. Of how much value do you consider each for this purpose? 
Encircle the figure which indicates the amount. 
Little Some Great 
1) 1 2 3 4 5 Reports of supervisory observations 
2) 1 2 3 4 5 Records of further study 
3) 1 2 3 4 5 Records of committee work 
4) 1 2 3 4 5 Reports on extra-curricular activities 
5) 1 2 3 4 5 Standard test records of classes taught 
6) 1 2 3 4 5 Reports of community activities undertaken 
by the teacher 
7) 1 2 3 4 5 Reports of special methods or materials developed 
----------
-·- -
Determining the Teacher's Effectiveness - Personnel 
V. Indic'!te the person you would most prefer and the person you would least prefer to have judge teach-
ing by placing the number corresponding to such person on the line before the word Most and the 
word Least. 
..... ............... Most 
_Least 
1. Superintendent 
2. Supervisors 
3. Supervising principal 
4. Teaching principal 
5, Teacher concerned 
6. Fellow teachers 
7. Pupils 
8. Parents 
9. Other lay people 
10. Educational experts from outside the 
local system 
In your opinion what combination o£ the persons listed below would insure the fairest judgement of 
a teacher's Effectiveness? On the lines provided check those persons you would include in such a 
combination. 
Administra~ive and supervisory personnel 
Teaching personnel 
Pupils 
Lay people 
Educational experts from outside the local system 
8 
BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
,.,. 
Investigation of Teacher Competence 
---- ------
An investigation in the area of teacher competence is currently being 
conducted at Boston University. It seeks to determine the 'degree of acceptance 
of proposals which have been advanced for evaluating a teacher's effectiveness. 
We feel that all proposals for determining teacher competence are of 
primary interest to three groups: those being evaluated, those doing the evaluat-
ing, and school patrons. Therefore we are asking groups of .school people and 
lay people to help by indicating their reactions to suggestions for teacher evalua-
tion. 
Since there is a widespread interest in teacher evaluation, and since 
all administrators and supervisors have a desire to do the best possible job in 
education, we feel that you will want to assist in this project by completing the 
accompanying inquiry form and returning it in the envelope provided. The suc-
cess of the investigation depends upon your participation and you may rest 
assured that your confidence will be respected. 
_ T_hank_y:ou, 
::136 
--- ----
-------::: 
Everett G. Thistle 
Research Worker 
Copy of Covering Letter Sent to Staff n·:embers Other 
Than Teachers 
BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
Investigation of Teacher Competence 
Inquiry Form For Staff Members Other than Teachers 
3Sf 
N? 
Please answer the questions O!l the following pages c:ccording to the instructions for each. It should be not· 
ed b the questions involving weighting that only three points are defined. The figures 2 and 4 are inter-
mediate points between Little and Some and Some and Great, respectively. In all questions write in any 
important items which you feel have been omitted. The information given will be used for statistical pur-
poses only. 
Years __ of _ 
Teaching 
Experience 
Encircle 
1. None 
2. One 
3. Two 
4. Three 
5. Four to Six 
6. Seven to Nine 
7. Ten to Twelve 
8. Thirteen to Fifteen 
9. Over Fifteen 
Respondent's Educational Experience 
_yea~ ·C!f 
Supervisory 
Experience 
Encircle 
1. None 
2. One 
3. Two 
4. Three 
5. Four to Six 
6. Seven to Nine 
7. Ten to Twelve 
8. Thirteen to Fifteen 
9. Over Fifteen 
Encircle the number of the educational position in which you now serve 
1. Superintendent 
2. Assistant to the superintendent 
3. Supervisor 
4. Supervising principal 
5. Teaching principal 
Years of 
Administrative 
Experience 
Encircle 
1. None 
2. One 
3. Two 
4. Three 
5. Four to Six 
6. Seven to Nine 
7. Ten to Twelve 
8. Thirteen to Fifteen 
9. Over Fifteen 
Determining the Teacher's Effectiveness • Factors 
I. . In your opinion how much weight should be given to each of the following personal characteristics 
determining a teacher's effectiveness? Encircle the figure which indicates the amount. 
Little Some Great 
1) 1 2 3 4 5 Habits of work 
2) 1 2 3 4 b Physical well-being 
3) 1 2 3 4 5 Emotional stability 
4) 1 2 3 4 5 Appearance 
5) 1 2 3 4 5 Attitude toward work 
I 
6) 1 2 3 4 5 Breadth of interests and talents 
7) 1 2 3 4 5 Dependability 
8) 1 2 3 4 5 Cooperation 
9) 1 2 3 4 5 Sen~>e of proportion 
1 2 3 4 3 Sense of humor 
1 2 3 4 5 Adaptability 
in 
IV. The following items have been suggested for placing in a personnel record folder for use in making an 
evaluation of a teacher's effectiveness. Of how much value do you consider each for this purpose? 
Encircle the figure which indicates the amount. 
Little Some Great 
1) 1 2 3 4 5 Reports of supervisory observations 
2) 1 2 3 4 5 Records of further study 
3) 1 2 3 4 5 Records of committee work 
4) 1 2 3 4 5 Reports on extra-curricular activities 
5) 1 2 3 4 5 Standard test records of classes taught 
6) 1 2 3 4 5 Reports of community activities undertaken 
by the teacher 
7) 1 2 3 4 5 Reports of special methods or materials developed 
------· ---- -~-- ------- -- ·- ---
Determining the Teacher's Effectiveness · Personnel 
V. Indicate the person you would most prefer and the person you would least prefer to have judge teach-
ing by placing the number corresponding to such person on the line before the word Most and the 
word Least. 
. Most 
Least 
1. Superintendent 
2. Supervisors 
3. Supervising principal 
4. Teaching principal 
5. Teacher concerned 
6. Fellow teachers 
7. Pupils 
8. Parents 
9. Other lay people 
10. Educational experts from outside the 
local system 
--~ --------- ------ --
In your opinion what combination of the persons listed below would insure the fairest judgement of 
a teacher's Effectiveness? On the lines provided check those persons you would include in such a 
combination. 
Administrative and supervisory personnel 
Teaching personnel 
Pupils 
Lay people 
Educational experts from outside the local system 
3 
BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
Investigation of Teacher C.ompetence 
An investigation in the area of teacher competence is currently being 
conducted at Boston University. It seeks to determine the degree of acceptance 
of proposals which have been advanced for evaluating a teacher's effectiveness. 
We feel that all proposals for determining teacher competence are of 
primary interest to three groups: those being evaluated, those doing the evaluat-
ing, and school patrons. Therefore we are asking groups of school people and 
lay people to help by indicating their reactions to suggestiops for teacher evalua-
tion. 
Knowing that lay people desire the best possible schools for their com-
munity, we feel that you as a lay representative will want to assist in this project 
by completing the accompanying inquiry form and returning it in the envelope 
provided. The success qf the investigation depends upon your participation and 
you may rest assured that your confidence will be respected. 
Thank you, 
Everett G. Thistle 
Research Worker 
Copy of Coveri ng Letter Sent to Lay Peopl e 
BOSTON UNIVERSITY 339' 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION N? 
Investigation of Teacher Competence 
Inquiry Form For Lay People 
Please answer the questions on the following pages according to the instructions for each. It should be not· 
ed in the questions involving weighting that only three points are defined. The figures 2 and 4 are inter-
mediate points between Little and Some and Some and Great, respectively. In all questions write in any 
important items which you feel have been omitted. The information given will be used for statistical pur-
poses only. 
Encircle the numbers of the capacities in which you are now serving 
1. Member of school committee 
2. President of a parent-teacher association 
3. President of a service club 
4. Other ............ ..... .. . 
Please Specify 
Encircle the number of the statement which applies tc, you 
1. None of my children are yet enrolled in school 
2. I now have children enrolled in school 
3. I no longer have children enrolled in school 
4. l have no children 
_DetermlnLn_s th_e Teacher's Effec~iven~ss • ~actors 
I. In your opinion how much weight should be given to each of the following personal characteristics in 
determining a teacher's effectiveness? Encircle the figure which indicates the amount. 
Little Some Great 
1) 1 2 3 4 5 Habits of work 
2) 1 2 3 4 1> Physical well-being 
3) 1 2 3 4 5 Emotional stability 
4) 1 2 3 4 5 Appearance 
5) 1 2 3 4 :, Attitude toward work 
6) 1 2 3 4 5 Breadth of interests a.nd talents 
7) 1 2 3 4 5 Dependability 
8) 1 2 3 4 5 Cooperation 
9) 1 2 3 4 5 Sense of proportion 
10) 1 2 3 4 5 Sense of humor 
11) 1 2 3 4 5 Adaptability 
IV. The following items have been suggested for placing in a personnel record folder for use in making an 
evaluation of a teacher's effectiveness. Of how much value do you consider each for this purpose? 
Encircle the figure which indicates the amount. 
Little Some Great 
1) 1 2 3 4 5 Reports of supervisory observations ~ 
2) 1 2 3 4 5 Records of further study 
3) 1 2 3 4 5 Records of committee work 
4) 1 2 3 4 5 Reports on extra-curricular activities 
5) 1 2 - 3 4 5 Standard test records of classes taught 
6) 1 2 3 4 5 Reports of community activities undertaken 
by the teacher 
7) 1 2 3 4 5 Reports of special methods or materials developed 
Determining the Teacher's Effectiveness · Personnel 
V. Indicate the person you would most prefer and the person you would least prefer to have judge teach· 
ing by placing the number corresponding to such person on the line before the word Most and the 
word Least. 
··-· -······ · .. . ... . Most 
Least 
1. Superintendent 
2. Supervisors -
3. Supervising principal 
4. Teaching principal 
5. Teacher concerned 
6. Fellow teachers 
7. Pupils 
8. Parents 
9. Other· lay people 
10. Educational experts from outside the 
local system 
VI. In your opinion what combination of the persons listed below would insure the fairest judgement of 
a teacher's Effectiveness? On the lines providej check those persons you would include in such a 
combination. 
Administrative and supervisory personnel 
Teaching personnel 
Pupils 
Lay people 
Educational experts from outside the local system 
3 
Copy of First Postal Card Used for Follmnup 
'-
BOSTON UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
w 
Investigarion of Teacher Competence 
An inquiry form was sent to you recently as a part of our study of teacher 
competence. We have asked you to indicate how you feel about proposals which 
have been advanced for evaluating a teacher's effectiveness. These suggested 
measures of teacher competence have been gathered from many sources and are 
being judged by groups of school people and lay people in Massachusetts to 
determine the degree of acceptability or fairness of each item. 
In order that the survey may be completed, we should appreciate your 
returning your inquiry form as soon as convenient. If the form is already in tho:! 
mails, please ignore this request and accept our thanks. 
Sincerely, 
Everett G. Thistle 
Tewksbury, Mass. 
J40 
Copy of Se c on d P ostal Car d Used f or F ol l mmp 
BOSTON UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
w 
Investigation of Teacher Competence 
An inquiry form was sent to you recently as a part of our study of teacher 
competence. We have asked you to indicate how you feel about proposals which 
have been advanced for evaluating a teacher's effectiveness. These .suggested 
measures of teacher competence have been gathered from many sources and are 
being judged by groups of school people and lay people in Massachusetts to 
determine the degree of acceptability or fairness of each item. In order that the 
survey may be completed, we should appreciate your returning your inquiry form 
as soon as convenient. 
It is very important to the statistical analysis in the investigation that we 
account for every form which has been sent out. Inasmuch as we have not received 
a reply from you, we are asking that you indicate on the attached postal reply card 
the status of your return. Thank you very much for your help toward the success-
ful completion of the investigation. 
Sincerely, 
E vel-ett G. Thistle 
Please encircle the number of the statement below which best indicates the present 
status of the inquiry form which was sent to you. 
1. The for m is alr eady in the mails. 
2. The form has not been received. 
3. I do not feel qualified to complete the form . 
4. I do not believe in the practice of relating salary to competence. 
5. Other; please specify 
